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This study highlights the importance of teaching presence as a necessary component of
the online learning experience for students and faculty in higher education. The
Community of Inquiry (COI) framework on teaching presence and the Community of
Inquiry teaching presence survey were utilized in a cross-sectional stratified survey
study. The study aimed to determine if there were similarities and differences between
the online student’s perceptions and his or her instructor’s perceptions of teaching
presence in an online graduate course. Additionally, research was conducted to
determine if there was a significant relationship between teaching presence and course
satisfaction in fully online courses. The results indicated that the perceptions of teaching
presence differ between students and their instructors in a fully online course. The
results also determined that both student and faculty course satisfaction are tied to
teaching presence. This implicates the course design, delivery and facilitation as
essential elements in online teaching. Online teaching faculty and the next generation of
faculty should understand the importance of teaching presence and how to conduct an
online course efficiently and effectively. The teaching presence results and the impact on
course satisfaction results have implications for students, faculty, colleges, and
universities. Students enrolled in an online course that lacks teaching presence can
negatively impact the course/teaching evaluations and subsequently affect annual
reviews and the promotion and tenure process. Online courses lacking teaching
presence may also promote a lack of persistence amongst students to continue with the
course or program, which ultimately affects the program's retention and graduation rates.

The continued growth of online programs and courses highlight the need for faculty
development opportunities for all new and current faculty teaching online. This will
ensure that all enrolled students are receiving the same quality of education that is
comparable, if not better, than what is received in the traditional classroom experience.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Background
According to the Digital Learning Compass: 2017 Distance Education Report, at
least 30% of all higher education students are enrolled in at least one online course.
Online education is one of the fastest growing modalities of higher education because of
the flexibility it offers to non-traditional students. More than 2.9 million students take all of
their courses at a distance, and enrollment in online courses increases on average 3.9%
per year (Allen & Seaman, 2017). According to the University of Nebraska Online, the
four accredited universities in the Nebraska University (NU) system have over 200 fully
online programs, with 101 graduate level or above courses (“Online Degrees,
Certificates, and Endorsements from the University of Nebraska,” n.d.). Online education
allows many students who lack geographical access such as rural students, members of
the military, out-of-state students, and working adults, the ability to obtain a college
degree. In addition to an increasing number of adult students who prefer online learning,
online learning is now attracting younger and first-time students. More students are
choosing programs that fit their specific educational and career goals, and if specific
courses are not available at a local university, they are enrolling in the online programs
that meet their educational needs (Clinefelter & Aslanian, 2016).
Institutions moving to or expanding online learning programs should understand
the preferences and requirements of the online learning population and design programs
and courses that address the full educational experience (Anderson, Liam, et al., 2001;
Shea et al., 2003). Universities are not only increasing online programs and offerings;
they are also increasing the number of online teaching faculty at the same rate. Faculty
are often hired for their expertise in their discipline and may not be aware that teaching
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presence in the online classroom influences student satisfaction, success, and
persistence in courses and academic programs. The absence of teaching presence in
online courses may also be attributed to a lack of formal education in the nuances of
teaching and delivering courses in the online environment. Some faculty members are
teaching online courses without appropriate professional development in online
pedagogy and best practices. Many traditional methods for teaching faculty to teach do
not transfer to the online teaching environment or provide realistic online experiences
that take faculty through step-by-step training processes (Mcquiggan & Olmsted, 2007).
Faculty may be unaware of the pedagogical differences between online learning
and traditional face-to-face learning as well as the use of technology, which is more
pronounced in the online environment. Successful implementation of the learning
management system and outside technology tools requires more skills than traditional
face-to-face teaching. Faculty may not know how to redesign the traditional face-to-face
content and create online materials that are grounded in effective instructional design
and learning principles. Online faculty need to understand how to create a course that is
organized, includes opportunities for facilitated discourse, engages the students in
learning and utilizes teaching presence (Hosler, 2009; Ladyshewsky, 2013).
Part of the online student experience is student satisfaction with both the course
and the faculty member teaching the course. Course and faculty satisfaction in higher
education are often measured by the traditional evaluations that take place during the
last few weeks or the last day of the semester. Course and faculty satisfaction
evaluations measure the individual student’s perception of how well a specific learning
environment supported the student's academic success (Ladyshewsky, 2013; Roby et
al., 2013). Students typically indicate they highly value teaching presence and research
shows it affects students’ perceptions of the course, satisfaction with the faculty, and
perceived learning (M. N. & Quick, 2016; Swan, 2001). In addition, teaching presence
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leads to higher levels of student motivation, student learning outcomes and student
satisfaction making teaching presence an important component for learning and
satisfaction with the course and the faculty (Espasa & Meneses, 2010; Ladyshewsky,
2013; Liu et al., 2006).
The Community of Inquiry Theoretical Framework model is based on the
learning experience through three interdependent elements. The elements in the
Community of Inquiry model are cognitive presence, social presence and teaching
presence. The three elements are designed to define, describe, and measure the
elements in the development of the online learning environment. According to Garrison
et al. (2001), cognitive presence is “the extent to which learners are able to construct
and confirm meaning through sustained reflection and discourse.” Social presence is
“the ability of participants to identify with the community (e.g., course of study),
communicate purposefully in a trusting environment, and develop inter-personal
relationships by way of projecting their individual personalities” (Garrison, 2009). Finally,
teaching presence is “the design, facilitation, and direction of cognitive and social
processes for the purpose of realizing personally meaningful and educationally
worthwhile learning outcomes” and is the focus of this study (Anderson, Liam, et al.,
2001).
The first component of teaching presence is design and organization. The design
and organization of course content in the learning management system is the first of
many opportunities for faculty to develop teaching presence. The Learning Management
System is where students access course content to include the syllabus, learning
materials, learning objectives, reading assignments, discussion board questions, the
grade book, and more. The first day of an online class sets the stage for learning and
creates first impressions of the faculty teaching the course. If the content is not easily
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accessible, organized, and complete, teaching presence may be diminished (Anderson
et al., 2001; Hosler, 2009).
The second component of teaching presence is facilitating discourse. Anderson
et al. (2004) state that “discourse not only facilitates the creation of the community of
inquiry but also is the means by which learners develop their own thought processes,
through the necessity of articulating them to others.” Communication in the online course
is different from face-to-face courses and appears to be related to student learning
outcomes and satisfaction (Cole et al., 2015; Hazel et al., 2014; P. Shea et al., 2006). It
is necessary for the teacher to maintain engagement with students and focus on the
online discussion board by helping students understand the course content, knowledge,
and skills. The teacher does this by identifying areas of agreement or disagreement,
encouraging student contributions, and assessing the effect of the discourse (Hosler,
2009; Kim & Bonk, 2006; Roby et al., 2013; Stone & Chapman, 2006). In addition to
active participation in the discussion board, it is important to give prompt attention to
student questions, postings, assignments, and communications (Hosler, 2009).
The last component of teaching presence is direct instruction. Teachers are the
subject matter experts and are expected to provide direct instruction to the students.
Direct instruction consists of sharing intellectual information, knowledge, skills,
resources, interjecting comments into discussions, organizing activities, and allowing the
students to construct knowledge using personal context. The instructor provides
meaningful feedback throughout the learning experience. Formative feedback that is
immediate and explanatory is necessary for instruction to be effective (Anderson et al.,
2001; Swan et al., 2008). Summative feedback has less impact on students’ selfregulating behaviors, whereas formative feedback that is provided throughout the
learning experience is more likely to influence student learning. Direct instruction
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supports the assumption that the professor shares their expertise, knowledge, and skills
in the learning environment (Richardson & Swan, 2003)
A student’s academic success is also tied to teaching presence in the online
classroom and there is a significant correlation to student dropout rates if it is lacking
(Ivankova & Stick, 2006). Student satisfaction and academic success during the first and
second course in an online program are an important factor that influences his or her
decision to persist in online education or to drop out of his or her academic program
(Park & Choi, 2009; Willging & Johnson, 2009). Students enrolled in an online program
are twice as likely to drop out of college. Satisfaction with the learning environment, the
course structure, low confidence levels in the online environment, issues with online
communication, professional and personal differences, isolation, disconnectedness,
technological problems and feeling overwhelmed are a few of the main factors that
influence a student’s decision to continue or drop out of an online program (Willging &
Johnson, 2009). Also, how students perceive teaching presence and instructor feedback
during an online course factors into their decision to enroll in another online course (Cole
et al., 2015). Lack of satisfaction in online programs may also be evident at the program
level, the college level, and university level. In addition to examining student and alumni
evaluations or survey scores and comments related to satisfaction and success,
administrators should be aware of high dropout rates that affect academic programs,
colleges, and universities since a high dropout rate can damage brand recognition,
program promotion, and recruitment efforts (Park & Choi, 2009; Willging & Johnson,
2009).

Statement of Problem
Teaching presence is an important component of the online learning experience.
Since not all faculty are trained in online teaching or understand the need for quality
teaching presence in the online classroom, they may not be creating an online course
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environment that meets students’ learning needs. Faculty may believe that they have
teaching presence in their courses, but they may not be meeting all of the three
components of teaching presence, which include design and organization, facilitating
discourse and direct instruction. If a student perceives an instructor’s teaching presence
as lacking because the instructor is not “showing up” for an online class through its
design and organization, the facilitation, or the direct instruction, professors run the risk
of having dissatisfied students which can lead to lower outcomes of student success in
the course, and has implications for the academic programs, colleges and universities
(Anderson et al., 2001).

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the proposed study is to research the similarities and differences
between the online student and his or her instructor’s perceptions of teaching presence
in an online graduate course. By understanding the different perceptions, instructors will
gain insight into what they are currently doing or not doing to create a teaching presence
in the online classroom. The data collected can inform faculty, programs, colleges, and
universities on the effect teaching presence has on teaching and learning in the online
classroom. The study will also determine if there is a significant relationship between
teaching presence behaviors and overall course satisfaction. The data collected will
benefit future faculty and students enrolled in online courses. Faculty will benefit from
understanding students’ perceptions if they are not equivalent to his or her own
perceptions. They will be able to use that knowledge to create teaching presence
experiences in future online courses. This will allow students to benefit from higher
levels of teaching presence in the online classroom to include a more organized design
allowing less time navigating technology and more time learning. Faculty will be able to
use the knowledge from the study to utilize teaching presence in the form of course
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facilitation along with direct instruction to increase satisfaction. In addition, if faculty
utilize the study data, they may benefit from increased student satisfaction in the form of
teaching and course evaluation scores that reflect well during the promotion and tenure
process. Programs, colleges, and universities will also have access to data that can
inform a program or college’s faculty development needs in online learning. This will give
faculty and future faculty in Ph.D. programs the knowledge, skills, and tools to create
and facilitate successful online courses. In addition, colleges and universities can
develop education programs and policies for their teaching faculty that promote online
learning and the inclusion of teaching presence in the online classroom.

Research Aims
AIM 1: To determine if student and instructor perceptions of the instructor’s teaching
presence in a fully online course differ.
Hypothesis 1:
Ha: Student and instructor perceptions of the instructor’s teaching presence will
be significantly different in a fully online course.
AIM 2: To determine if there is a significant relationship between teaching presence and
course satisfaction in fully online courses.
Hypothesis 2.1:
Ha: Instructors with above average teaching presence will have significantly
higher course satisfaction.
Hypothesis 2.2:
Ha: Instructors with above average COI teaching presence survey scores will
have significantly higher overall teaching presence scores.
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Definition of Terms
Asynchronous - Merriam-Webster defines asynchronous as not simultaneous or
concurrent in time: not synchronous (Definition of ASYNCHRONOUS, n.d.). For this
study, the researcher will define asynchronous as students accessing and learning the
same material at different times and locations.
Faculty - Faculty is defined as a branch of teaching or learning (such as law,
medicine, or liberal arts) in an educational institution: the teaching and administrative
staff and those members of the administration having academic rank in an educational
institution (Definition of FACULTY, n.d.).
Faculty Development - Faculty development is the act or process of developing
the faculty in educational theory and practices.
Learning Management System (LMS) - The learning management system is a
web-based or software application that is used by the university to deliver digital
materials. The LMS allows the university, program, or faculty to administer and deliver
the online course to students. The LMS also allows for tracking a student’s progress and
creating data usage reports. The University of Nebraska-Lincoln, University of NebraskaOmaha, University of Nebraska-Kearney and University of Nebraska Medical Center use
the Learning Management System: Canvas by Instructure.
Online Course - An online course is a course that is delivered entirely online
using the Learning Management System. There are no required face-to face-sessions,
classes, or on-campus activities. The online course is where the student interacts with
the course content and the professor.
Online Education - Online education is a mode of education that allows students
to participate in educational programs without having to attend the traditional brick and
mortar university. Online education is asynchronous and utilizes a LMS to deliver
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learning content, engage, and interact with the students throughout the educational
experience.
Online Student- A student enrolled in a fully online asynchronous course.
Ph.D. Doctoral Student Development – The act or process of developing
Ph.D./Doctoral students in educational theory and practices.
Semester – For this study, a semester is a period of instruction that lasts 16
weeks.
Social Presence- Social presence is “the ability of participants to identify with the
community (e.g., course of study), communicate purposefully in a trusting environment,
and develop inter-personal relationships by way of projecting their individual
personalities” (Garrison, 2009).
Student Persistence- According to the Merriam-Webster dictionary, the definition
of persistence is the action or fact of persisting. Here is where you now need to define
persisting. For this study, the researcher will define student persistence as the act of
remaining enrolled in a course or graduate program (Cuseo, 2007).
Student Satisfaction- Satisfaction is defined in the Merriam-Webster dictionary as
a fulfillment of a need or want; the quality or state of being satisfied (Definition of
SATISFACTION, n.d.). For this study, the researcher will define student satisfaction as
the state of being satisfied with the online course and faculty.
Student Success- Success is defined in the Merriam-Webster dictionary as a
favorable or desired outcome (Definition of SUCCESS, n.d.) For this study, the
researcher will define student success as a favorable or desired outcome in the online
course.
Synchronous- Merriam-Webster defines synchronous as happening, existing or
arising at precisely the same time (Definition of SYNCHRONOUS, n.d.). For this study,
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the researcher will define synchronous as students accessing and learning materials at
the same time.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
This chapter presents a review of relevant literature on teaching presence and
the effect it has on students, faculty, programs, colleges, and universities. Teaching
presence in one of three interactive elements in the Community of Inquiry framework
and includes the online course design and organization, the professor’s facilitation of the
course and direct instruction. The background, history, and research presented are
critical to understanding the role that teaching presence plays in a student’s online
learning experience. Teaching presence affects student satisfaction in courses, success
in academic programs and persistence to continue their online educational journey.
Development opportunities for faculty play an integral role in student satisfaction. Faculty
development programs, workshops or readiness training in online teaching, course
development, facilitation, online teaching pedagogy and teaching presence play an
important role in faculty and student satisfaction in online learning.
In online courses, an instructor’s teaching presence influences his or her
students’ course satisfaction. The shift of instructors from the “sage on the stage” to the
“guide on the side” is not a passive shift but one that requires guidance that reflects the
importance of teaching presence and relationships with students (Dixson, 2010).
Teaching presence begins with the methodical design and facilitation of the online
course. Indicators of teaching presence in the online course include the coherent
presentation of content in the learning management system, answering questions,
summarizing discussions, evaluating for understanding and giving feedback to students,
troubleshooting technical issues, sharing knowledge using diverse sources, and utilizing
demonstrations of humor and humanity (Ladyshewsky, 2013). According to Kim and
Bonk (2006), the critical skills that instructors need more than actual teaching and
lecturing skills in an online course are moderating or facilitating learning and developing
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high-quality online courses. The instructor’s ability to be a moderator and facilitator of
learning in the online environment is critical to developing instructor presence and
student satisfaction.
In the traditional environment, instructors can adjust content delivery methods,
adjust activities and assignments, facilitate in-person discussions, as well as the
schedule of events based on the current student needs. In comparison, online
instructors have to adjust their teaching and presence from the traditional classroom
style to an online facilitating and mentoring style. In online courses, the online instructor
must design course content, the assessments, activities, and discussion board in
advance of the class start date. In addition to the online content and design, the
instructor must give considerable attention to the facilitation portion of the course when it
is in progress (Young, 2006). As a moderator and a facilitator, the instructor needs to
create an environment for learning that draws in participants, encourages students to
stay on track and be active in diagnosing and correcting student misunderstanding.
Students report a higher level of connectedness when the instructor has a strong
presence in the online course and actively guides or orchestrates the communication to
create meaningful discourse (Shea et al., 2006).

Community of Inquiry
Teaching presence is the foundation of this study and is one of the three
interdependent elements of the Community of Inquiry (COI). The Community of Inquiry
process is grounded in a collaborative-constructivist experience for students that creates
a deep and meaningful experience in the online environment. The framework assumes
that higher order learning experiences are promoted to engage the community of
learners and is grounded in research and meaningful approaches to teaching and
learning (Garrison et al., 2010). The dynamic model assumes that the learner's
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experience transpires through the development of the three interdependent elements:
social presence, cognitive presence and teaching presence in the online computerbased learning environment (Garrison et al., 1999; P. Shea et al., 2006; P. Shea, et al.,
2006). The Community of Inquiry is designed to support the development of online
learning experiences and online learning communities by defining, describing, and
measuring the three principal elements (Swan & Ice, 2010).
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Figure 1: Community of Inquiry Framework

Cognitive Presence
The first element of the Community of Inquiry Framework is cognitive presence
and is grounded in critical thinking and implemented by utilizing the practical inquiry
model. Learning through critical thinking in the online course is accomplished by critical
inquiry skills and acquiring an understanding with the help of the content expert
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(Garrison et al., 2001). Practical inquiry includes shared and personal experiences and
practices that aid in understanding and support in cognitive learning in the educational
environment (Goldkuhl, 2008; Schön, 1992). When combined in the online environment,
critical thinking, and practical inquiry become the foundation for developing tools that
assess critical discourse, reflection, and learning (Randy Garrison et al., 2001). The four
categories in cognitive presence are triggering event, exploration, integration and
resolution. A triggering event is indicated by the student’s sense of puzzlement in the
online classroom. Exploration in the online course is indicated by the exchange of
information between instructors and peers. Integration is indicated by the connecting of
new ideas. The last indicator is resolution and it is based on applying new ideas.
Social Presence
Social presence is the second element and is based on communication
behaviors in the online classroom that develop a community of learners by enhancing
closeness using nonverbal interactions. Social presence has three categories and 12
indicators that guide research and faculty development. The three categories are
affective responses, interactive responses, and cohesive responses. In the affective
category, the indications are the expression of emoticons, use of humor, and selfdisclosure. The interactive category contains continuing a thread, quoting from other
messages, and referring explicitly to others messages. Asking questions, complimenting,
expressing, appreciating, and agreement in the discussion board or group platforms are
also a necessity. The final category for social presence contains vocatives (identifying a
person by name) while using inclusive pronouns and phatics (communication of
pleasantries) and salutations (Garrison et al., 2001; Rourke et al., 2007; Shea &
Bidjerano, 2009).
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Teaching Presence
The third element is teaching presence, which is a role the teacher plays in an
online course due to the task of creating and sustaining a presence while teaching
online. Just as in a traditional classroom, it is also the online teacher's job to participate
in the learning experiences while facilitating knowledge attainment and classroom goals
(Anderson, Liam, et al., 2001). Interactions between the student and instructor are
necessary in online environments just as they are in a traditional classroom environment
(Garrison et al., 2010; Swan et al., 2008). Teachers use teaching presence to facilitate
learning, develop content, and evaluate learning activities. Meeting the complex needs
of online students requires a sustained and authentic relationship facilitated by the
teacher and shared by the students to effectively guide discourse.
Teaching Presence Indicators
The Community of Inquiry Teaching Presence has three components - design
and organization, facilitating discourse and direct instruction. There are indicators that
are also used in addition to the Community of Inquiry survey to measure and define
teaching presence indicators in an online course. The design and organization of
teaching presence component indicators are tied to the extensive design and planning
stage of the online course. The teacher needs to first think through the structure,
process, interaction and evaluation of the course to include setting up the curriculum,
designing the methods, establishing the parameters, utilizing the medium effectively and
establishing netiquette (Anderson, Liam, et al., 2001).
Table 1:
Coding Scheme for Instructional Design and Organization

Indicators

Examples
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Setting curriculum

“This week we will be covering…”

“Review the content for understanding.”
Design methods

“You will be divided into groups of three.”

“You can find the learning materials in
week 2.”
Establishing time parameters

“Please post your message by Sunday
and reply to 2 others by Wednesday.”

“Assignment one is due on Sunday, no
later than 11:59 pm.”
Utilizing medium effectively

“Try to address issues that others have
shared when you post on the discussion
board.”

“The course is laid out in weekly
modules.”
Establishing Netiquette

“Keep your messages short.”

“Don’t use all caps when typing.”
Note. Data for coding scheme for instructional design and organization from Anderson et al.
(2001).

Anderson, Liam, et al. (2001), also suggest that the facilitation of discourse is
critical to the motivation, engagement, and students’ continued interest in the course.
The role of facilitating discourse makes the teacher an active participant in the
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community of inquiry and can be measured or defined in the course discussion board
and group activities by identifying areas of agreement or disagreement, seeking to reach
a consensus or understanding, and by encouraging, acknowledging or reinforcing
student’s contribution. In addition, the teacher sets the climate for learning, draws in
participants by prompting meaningful discourse, and assesses the efficacy of the
process.

Table 2:
Coding Scheme for Facilitating Discourse

Indicators

Examples

Identifying areas of

"Tim would you care to respond to Joe’s

agreement/disagreement

post that has a compelling argument to
your example?”

“Anna, it looks like your thoughts on the
subject align with most of the class.”
Seeking to reach

“It looks like Anna, Tim and Debra all

consensus/understanding

saying the same thing.”

“I noticed that we all are in agreement
and understand the purpose of the
hypothesis.”
Encouraging, acknowledging, or

“Thank you for sharing your experience

reinforcing

with us.”

student contributions
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“Does anyone have an example of xyz in
the workplace?”
Setting climate for learning

“This is a place to get feedback from
your peers.”

“We are all learning together, so don’t be
afraid to ask questions.”
Drawing in participants, prompting

“Any thoughts on this matter?”

discussion
“John, would you care to comment?”
Assessing the efficacy of the process

“Let’s backtrack a bit since we are
getting a bit off topic.”

Note. Data for coding scheme for facilitating discourse from Anderson et al. (2001).

In direct instruction, the teacher’s role requires them to share knowledge with
students, provide instructional support, and scaffold the students’ learning in the
discussion board or group context. The teacher presents content in the learning
management system as well as on the discussion board through replies. The teacher
highlights specific issues by focusing on the discussion and summarizes learning as well
as confirms understanding through assessment and explanatory feedback. Also, the
teacher diagnoses miscommunications, interjects knowledge, and responds to technical
concerns (Garrison et al., 2001; Swan & Ice, 2010).

Table 3:
Coding Scheme for Direct Instruction

Indicators

Examples
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Present content/questions

“What do you think was the most
important take home point for the
article?”

“I arranged the content in weekly folders
enabling you to access the materials
quickly.”
Focus the discussion on specific issues

“Let’s consider a different angle…”

“Tina, you shared an example of XYZ,
can you now share how it fits with the
theory we are discussing?”
Summarize the discussion

“The original question posted was … and
there were many different answers. Joes
said…Mary said…”

“The class concluded that...”

Confirm understanding through

“You are on the right track but need to

assessment and explanatory feedback.

think about the foundational components
first.”

“In your paper you missed the required
component on XYZ and it is important to
include this information because…”
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Diagnose misconceptions

“In the paper, the author is speaking from
a theoretical viewpoint and it doesn’t
align with what you are saying.”

“Can you clarify your statement to align
with the theory?”
Inject knowledge from diverse sources,

“Watch this video to learn more about

e.g.,

how XYZ completed the process.”

textbook, articles, internet, personal
Experiences (includes pointers to

“Here is an article that has some good

resources)

explanations that I just read.”

Responding to technical concerns

“To access the learning management
system assignments section, go to…”

“Here is a tutorial showing you how to
use XYZ to create your video
presentation.”
Note. Data for coding scheme for direct instruction from Anderson et al. (2001).

Researchers studied the causal relationships between the three presences in the
Community of Inquiry framework and the data supported the theoretical framework study
predictions that teaching presence is at the core of creating and maintaining a cognitive
and social presence (Garrison et al., 2010; Shea & Bidjerano, 2012). Additional research
findings have shown that students value teaching presence first, then cognitive presence
with social presence last. It is argued that students may take social presence for granted
because they do not understand its importance to teaching and cognitive presence in the
online classroom (Díaz et al., 2010). Teaching presence, along with social presence
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remain key predictors of cognitive presence and the learner's ability to achieve the
learning goals (Shea & Bidjerano, 2012).

Teaching Presence in the Online Classroom
There is a strong positive relationship between teaching presence and a
student’s overall course and learning satisfaction (Hosler, 2009). When creating online
environments that lead to learning and course satisfaction, faculty need to build and
facilitate the online course using effective teaching presence interactions. Research by
Roby, Ashe, Singh, and Clark (2013), found that students confirmed the need for
professor communication and interactions in the online classroom. It was also expressed
by students that online courses do not work well for students without direct access to the
instructor. Direct access includes defined office hours, virtual office hours, and faster
response time to questions emailed or posted on the course.
Stone and Chapman (2006), determined that teaching presence is personal for
both the instructors and students in the online classroom. How the instructor creates
interactions, uses the learning management system, and teaching behaviors are
considered very important for establishing a strong teaching presence and connecting
with students. Dixon (2010) claimed that the path to teaching presence and student
engagement is tied to connections, not activities or assignments. The path to student
engagement is based on the multiple ways of creating meaningful connections and
quality communication between students and professors (Dixson, 2010; Shea et al.,
2006). However, online students need the instructor to play the central role in teaching,
but students are open and usually surprised to discover that in the online environment,
classmates perform some of the teaching roles with peer-to-peer learning that takes
place in group activities and the discussion board (Shea et al., 2003).
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Research indicates that students enrolled in online courses where there is a high
level of teaching presence are more likely to report higher levels of learning community,
which is based on the teaching presence behaviors exhibited by instructors (Shea,
Swan, et al., 2006). The interactions between professors and students become the
foundation for developing the online course learning community. Also, there is a strong
correlation between a sense of learning community in the online environment and
teaching presence (Shea et al., 2005). The research argues that teaching presence has
a direct effect on student perceptions of cognitive and social presence in the classroom
(Garrison et al., 2010; Szeto, 2015).
In a study of student learner perceptions of the online environment, learners
shared how the instructor's course design is an essential component that helps learners
develop skills. They noted that the learning environment, the professor's instructional
design skills, and the learning management system organization play a role in teaching
presence (Stodel et al., 2006). A well designed and organized course taught on an easily
navigated learning management system has been found to create a strong relationship
between course design and course satisfaction (Gray & DiLoreto, 2016). A factor
analysis of teaching effectiveness and technology claims that there is a significant
relationship between teaching effectiveness and technology used in the online
classroom. This includes the ease of navigation, the interface of the learning
management system and the interactions between the instructor and all students, which
are all important components of instructional management (Volery & Lord, 2000).
Another study found that the responsibility for learning outcomes, course organization,
and course management had implications on the attitudes and motivation of students.
Also, a well-designed and organized learning environment predicts the overall sense of
learning and satisfaction with the course learning community and individual students
(Shea et al., 2005).
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Communication in the online course is another element of teaching presence.
Professors need to actively participate and communicate through online teaching tools in
the learning management system as well as outside tools to motivate students to learn
(Marks et al., 2005). Another data analysis stated the importance of communication,
interaction, and availability in the online classroom where students expressed the need
for interaction and communication with instructors throughout the course (Roby et al.,
2013). Professors need to communicate effectively with students in multiple ways,
multiple places, and multiple times throughout the semester to create a successful online
course (Dixson, 2010). The discussion board is one communication tool that allows
students, classmates, and the instructor to engage in meaningful discourse. The
professor's role in the discussion board needs to be strategic to be effective (Shea &
Bidjerano, 2012). Professors can scaffold learning by participating early in discussions
by asking probing questions and providing direct feedback with the goal of withdrawing
from the discussion board to leave room for peer interactions after the scaffolding has
been met since threaded discussions serve as the primary mode of interaction in an
online course for the group and whole class participation. It is important that instructors
use the threaded discussions to engage groups of students, foster peer to peer
interaction, and develop a presence in the online classroom (Mandernach et al., 2006).
The instructor also needs to be visible throughout an online course and frequent
postings in the discussion board. The teaching presence and interactions in the
discussion board are shown to increase teaching and cognitive presence (Shea &
Bidjerano, 2012; Stodel et al., 2006). Students reported that professors who interject
knowledge, confirm understanding and reinforce student contributions are more likely to
report a better sense of learning and connectedness (Shea, Swan, et al., 2006; Szeto,
2015). Students shared how communication in the discussion board is one way students
know that the instructors are with them throughout the course and are engaged (Young,

25
2006). Another way to increase teaching presence is to give students access to timely
and relevant feedback during the online course. The positive connection between the
instructor and student provides students with access to the instructor and a sense of
integration into the online classroom (Croxton, 2014; Richardson et al., 2016).

Faculty and Student Perceptions of Online Learning
Mansbach and Austin (2018), interviewed faculty and identified flexibility as a
motivator for teaching online. However, many shared that while flexibility was a benefit, it
was also a hindrance to time management. The desire and need to respond to student’s
frequent emails and communications became time intensive as faculty underestimated
the time they needed to commit to teaching online (Alexander et al., 2009). Adjusting
from the traditional course to the online course can also undermine confidence that
comes with transitioning to online. However, faculty perceive that the more they teach
online, the less off balance they feel due to the learning curve dwindling with experience
(Mansbach & Austin, 2018). Additionally, faculty stated they had higher levels of course
and teaching satisfaction when they received adequate training before the transition to
online and during their time teaching online courses at the beginning of their teaching
experience (Stickney et al., 2019).
Faculty were in agreement that the learning community helps students relate with
the professor, each other, learn, and achieve more through collaborative learning
experiences. In the same study, students shared how important it is to build a learning
community and learning experience through teaching and social presence compared to
just being present to simply learn the content and complete the course (Vesely et al.,
2007). Another study examining the professors’ and students’ perceptions found that
faculty and students rated online course motivational factors to be 1.) flexibility of time
and place 2.) faculty members facilitation skills to include teaching presence indicators
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and 3.) a variety of learning opportunities; these were considered essential factors in
student motivation (Alexander et al., 2009).
Student perceptions of problems in the online learning environment included
technical issues, content issues, and assignment issues. Students mentioned problems
with the computer or navigating the learning management system. Students also shared
that online units of instruction that were not interesting or of limited value were a
problem. Students shared that they want more details on assignments to aid in
completing them on time and correctly (Smart & Cappel, 2006). Another study on
student perceptions claimed that students were equally satisfied with online learning in
comparison to traditional learning if the course design was conducive to learning. Also,
they need to be comfortable with online technologies in order to make the online course
a successful learning experience (Song et al., 2004). Rodriguez, Ooms, and Montañez
(2008) state that the relationship between the online learning experience and student
satisfaction was a strong predictor of perceived course quality.
Student perceptions of the presence of the professor in the online class also
have an effect on their own student satisfaction and attitude within the course (Jiang &
Ting, 1998; McKerlich et al., 2011). Stodel et al. (2006), stated that students felt they
were missing robust dialogue between other students and the instructor as well as the
spontaneity and improvisation that they had in traditional courses.
Opportunities to connect with the instructor and peers throughout the course in
the discussion board were significantly related to the positive feelings toward the course
and created higher student participation levels in the discussion board and group work
(Jiang & Ting, 1998; Russo & Benson, 2005). One study researched teaching presence
and found that design and organization had the highest ratings for teacher presence. In
this study, students claimed that teaching presence was rated above cognitive and
social presence (McKerlich et al., 2011). In addition, students who were on the receiving
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end of prompt feedback reported higher levels of mastery of learning content in the
online classroom (Bates & Khasawneh, 2007).

Teaching Presence - Satisfaction, Success, and Persistence
Student satisfaction and instructor satisfaction are critical in online learning
success and persistence. Student satisfaction impacts student motivation, course
completion rates, and ultimately affects professor motivation. Online teaching is a
complex task requiring instructor commitment and is time-consuming and demanding
(Bolliger & Wasilik, 2009). The path to student success through teaching presence is not
only about the course content, discussion, assignment or activity but about creating
connections with meaningful communication between the students and the professor
throughout the semester (Dixson, 2012).
Professor-student interactions have been shown to increase the level of student
satisfaction (Kuo et al., 2013). Online students want available professors that are willing
to provide timely feedback, listen to concerns, and guide them. Instructors in one study
believed that their presence was undoubtedly impactful to students and in some
professors’ opinions, maybe more influential with certain types of learners. Also, they
argued that a lack of teaching presence could negatively impact student satisfaction and
success (Richardson et al., 2016; Vesely et al., 2007). Students who are satisfied with
their professor’s teaching presence report higher levels of learning than students who
are less than satisfied with the professor's interactions in the online course (Richardson
& Swan, 2003). M. N. and Quick (2016) also examined the association between course
satisfaction and teaching presence affirming that teaching presence is a strong positive
indicator of course satisfaction. Overall, if teaching presence increases or decreases,
course satisfaction increases or decreases.
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Research has shown that students are more satisfied with online courses where
professors have successfully organized the course, shown interest in student learning
experiences, demonstrated respect towards students, adapted to the student needs,
provided meaningful examples, facilitated the online classroom environment effectively,
shown concern for students, evaluated assessments fairly, and communicated
effectively. Students also shared that courses with these characteristics were more
effective and they were more likely to evaluate the course and professors with
satisfactory ratings (Croxton, 2014; Ladyshewsky, 2013; Richardson & Swan, 2003;
Shea et al., 2003; Wang et al., 2009; Young, 2006). This affirms that students who
engage with their professor in higher degrees of communication tend to report higher
levels of course satisfaction (M. N. & Quick, 2016). However, students reported that lack
of professor interactions and contact indicated course dissatisfaction and lack of
perceived learning when they had no personal contact with the professor (Offir et al.,
2008; Richardson & Swan, 2003; Shea et al., 2003).
In addition to student satisfaction, teaching presence affects student success and
persistence in continuing in an online course or program. The connections between the
professor and students impact the satisfaction levels of students and ultimately lead to
success or failure in a course or program (Stone & Chapman, 2006). One study revealed
that learners have a conceptual understanding of teaching presence and success is
clustered most heavily on two indicators. The first indicator of teaching presence and the
success of online students is clear communication around the course topics. The second
indicator that leads to success is instructor provided feedback that enables students to
understand their weaknesses and strengths (Kupczynski et al., 2010). Students noted
that the lack of relevant and meaningful feedback and instructor involvement in a course
made professors ineffective teachers and was ultimately related to their lack of success
(Kupczynski et al., 2010; Stodel et al., 2006; Young, 2006). In addition to the lack of
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feedback on assignments, lack of course facilitation and communication was another
factor related to success. Students stated that they want professors who are consistently
involved and engaged throughout the course as well as courses that are well designed
and organized (Kupczynski et al., 2010; Young, 2006). Inadequate instructional design
and course organization were also frequently addressed as a barrier to being successful
in the online course (Kupczynski et al., 2010). Overall, the lack of feedback, poor course
facilitation and the overall design of the course space influenced student’s perceptions of
success in the online classroom (Cuseo, 2007; Kupczynski et al., 2010; Young, 2006).
Student success in an online environment leads to persistence in an online
course or program. Students are more likely to drop out of an online program after the
first few courses if the learning experience feels unsuccessful, their perceived learning is
low, they are not satisfied with the experience, or the courses are not relevant to their
personal or educational goals (Park & Choi, 2009; Willging & Johnson, 2009). Overall,
the lack of teaching presence includes instructor feedback, course design, and
communication, all of which can negatively impact student perceptions and attitudes
toward a course or program and ultimately aids in their decision to drop out of an online
course or program (Lee & Choi, 2011; Park & Choi, 2009; Tello, 2007; Willging &
Johnson, 2009).

Faculty Transitioning to Online Teaching
The same instructional strategies for teaching in the traditional classroom can still
apply to the online course environment. The instructional strategies of setting course
goals, meeting program competencies, creating learning objectives, defining the
required learning content materials, and assessments are usually the same in the online
course. However, the online course differs in the delivery by utilizing technology and
developing new strategies to actively engage the students in their learning experience
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online (Ko & Rossen, 2010). When transitioning faculty from traditional face-to-face
teaching to online teaching, programs must be aware of the difficulties caused by lack of
a professor's digital skills. Faculty should know how to use the computer, the learning
management software, and how to integrate technology into their teaching to begin the
transition to online teaching. Professionally trained support staff can guide faculty with
the introduction of technology tools, pedagogy, and support faculty in the design and
development of online courses in order to aid in the transition (Orr et al., 2009).
Faculty want the opportunity to learn about online moderating techniques and
instructional design training from their institution. If not available, they will seek out
informal training opportunities which can hinder the transition to teaching online (Cohen,
2004; Orr et al., 2009). The availability of resources when transitioning to online teaching
may be lacking at institutions and can make the transition harder (Ovid, 2013). Cochran
and Benuto (2016) state that knowledge acquisition is an integral component for faculty
transitioning from traditional teaching in the classroom to teaching in the online
environment. The various training areas that transitioning faculty need formal training in
include: technology, best practices, online teaching techniques specific to the discipline
being taught, and mentoring. Faculty who understand how to use the technology
effectively, including the learning management system and interactive tools, have a
successful transition process. When best practices are taught prior to the transition to
online teaching, there is an increase in the chance of a successful online learning
experience. Some courses are not easy to teach online and require discipline specific
guidance on teaching the subject and creating an engaging learning environment.
Mentoring was also found to reduce the feelings of isolation; when working with an
experienced online educator, teachers who are new online instruction feel less alone
(Cochran & Benuto, 2016). As faculty grow as online educators, they move beyond the
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basic needs of technical support and move towards pedagogy and are eager to provide
quality learning experiences (Orr et al., 2009).
Workload issues are also a barrier to online teaching presence due to the time
commitment and higher workload when compared to time spent in the traditional course
(Bolliger & Wasilik, 2009). Online course development is different from traditional course
development. When developing an online course, the faculty must create a course plan
in advance and build the course in the learning management system before the course
starts. The professor must give more attention to detail when designing the course to
create an optimal learning environment as well as plan the course facilitation before the
course launches (Young, 2006). The facilitation of the course demands more time than
the traditional course due to electronic communication including announcements, emails
inquiries, discussion board postings, addressing students miscommunications, and
assessment feedback (Shea, Sau Li, et al., 2006). Ovid (2012) shared that online
teaching equals double the time spent on teaching traditional courses due to student
perceptions of faculty always being available. Faculty may assume that teaching online
is going to be a time saver in their daily work, but it has the opposite effect on time due
to the challenges and demands of teaching online. In large online courses, the time
demands are higher due to communicating with a larger number of students.

Faculty Development for Teaching Online
Teaching presence starts with faculty development. Faculty are not always
trained in teaching and have limited experience in designing, developing, and delivering
a course. Gurley (2018) stated that faculty development programs in higher education
need to invest time and resources into developing online education for professors. The
development opportunities should include quality mentorship programs, online teaching
pedagogy, teaching presence, cognitive presence and social presence to support the
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faculty in developing quality online courses that engage learners (Gurley, 2018). Group
or individual training and education efforts need to focus on the creation of online course
content, how to deliver the content, how to develop the teaching skills and teaching,
cognitive and social presence of the online professors (P. Shea & Bidjerano, 2012). In
addition, how to appropriately facilitate online discourse as well as provide meaningful
feedback needs to be addressed in an online faculty development program (Kupczynski
et al., 2010).
Research findings support the need for educators to complete formal programs
that develop skills and foster confidence in their ability to facilitate learning in the online
environment. When professors completed a certification course in online teaching, their
perceived teaching presence and ability to facilitate online courses was statistically
significant in comparison to the professors who received on the job training only (Gurley,
2018). Faculty preparation for the online environment includes the exploration of the role
of the professor, pedagogy, and the perceived teaching presence. For some faculty,
there are no formal training programs at their university that can help them learn how to
be a successful online professor. If there are no formal programs available, faculty then
have to search for education and learning experiences outside their institutions to aid in
designing, facilitating, and communicating with their students. However, some faculty
stated that even with informal training, they did not feel that they received enough
teacher preparation to teach online and would have preferred more formal training in
online teaching (Downes, 2011).
In addition to current online faculty, future professors also lack a consistent
approach to teacher development and competence. There are relatively few formal
instruction programs at universities that prepare future professors enrolled in doctoral
programs (Marx et al., 2016). Some programs may give students opportunities to teach
independently or under supervision but lack the educational coursework, workshops,
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teaching feedback, mentoring and coaching to create an effective online teacher training
program (Marks et al., 2005). Building the foundations of online teaching takes time and
training to ensure faculty and future faculty have the skills and knowledge to be
successful professors of online courses and programs.
In summary, the research studies shared in this chapter argue the importance of
the Community of Inquiry teaching presence sections on student learning, satisfaction,
success, and persistence in the online learning environment.it is also crucial that
universities develop faculty and future faculty in online teaching pedagogy, course
design, facilitation, and online communication to create successful learning
environments online.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS
Study Design
The quantitative study design for this research is a cross-sectional stratified
survey design, which is non-experimental research. Cross-sectional surveys collect data
at one point in time that makes inferences about the population of interest (“CrossSectional Survey Design”, 2008). Also, the study will partition the sample into two strata
based on the total number of online courses taught previously (1-4, 5 plus). The
Community of Inquiry teaching presence survey will be administered separately to
faculty and students during weeks 10-12 of the semester. Demographic data and
quantitative data will be collected using 5-point Likert scale questions to make inferences
about the study population and teaching presence in the online classroom. In addition to
the quantitative data, an illustrative element to the statistical analysis will be added to the
survey by collecting open-ended qualitative responses to the survey questions asking
participants to explain their Likert scale selections. The illustrative data will be used to
more fully understand what participants say about teaching presence. This will be done
by categorizing and analyzing the open-ended responses.

Significance
The significance of this study is to inform faculty and institutions about the pivotal
role teaching presence plays in online teaching and student satisfaction. The data from
the study is significant because it can benefit faculty, universities, colleges, and
individual programs by developing an understanding of how teaching presence
perceptions may differ between a teacher and a student. As well, the data from the study
can lead to better understanding the implications of teaching presence in online courses
and how it affects course satisfaction scores, academic programs and institutions.
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Faculty who teach online courses will benefit from the data collected by
understanding how teaching presence affects student satisfaction in online courses.
Students will benefit from higher levels of teaching presence in the online classroom if it
includes a more organized design that allows for less time spent with the learning
management system organization and more time learning. Instructor facilitation of the
course, along with direct instructions, will also aid in increasing satisfaction. Colleges
and online programs will be able to use the data from the study to understand that
teaching presence is an important element of online learning and should be part of the
development, delivery, and evaluation of online programs. The data will also guide
colleges and online programs in creating faculty development programs for all online
instructors ensuring that the students in the online programs are receiving quality
teaching presence throughout the learning experience. Also, student satisfaction in
courses and programs will keep students enrolled in online programs, increase brand
recognition, and program growth.
In addition to the benefits for instructors and students, programs and colleges
can use the study results to appreciate that teaching presence is an important element
of online learning and should be part of the development, delivery, and evaluation of
online programs. The data can also guide them in creating faculty development
programs for all online instructors in order to ensure that students in the programs are
receiving quality teaching and teaching presence.
Doctoral programs can use the data to guide the creation of courses, seminars,
and teaching experiences that develop future professors and equip them with the skills,
tools, and knowledge to be successful teaching faculty. Historically, there is an
imbalance between research preparation and teaching preparation (Marx et al., 2016).
Doctoral students who are not teacher trained have more anxiety, worse attitudes
towards teaching and use teaching techniques less effectively than ones who had
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opportunities for teacher preparation in their studies (Stronge et al., 2011). Also,
research shows that programs that do not include teaching professional development for
students can undermine students’ competitiveness in the academic job market (Marx et
al., 2016; Shortlidge & Eddy, 2018).
Universities will also benefit from the study as they will gain insight into the
importance of teaching presence in online learning programs. The data can help inform
their policies and procedures to ensure that the quality of online learning meets the
same standards across the university. Student satisfaction in courses and programs can
keep students enrolled in online programs and increase brand recognition and program
growth. Also, faculty development can be designed and delivered to all colleges within a
university system. Universities can develop teaching centers or add to existing centers
and hire instructional designers who can help instructors on an individual basis.

Study Population
The target audience for the study is online graduate level teaching faculty from
the Nebraska University (NU) system. Thirty-two online graduate professors were
recruited from the University of Nebraska-Lincoln, the University of Nebraska-Omaha,
the University of Nebraska-Kearney and the University of Nebraska Medical Center
using email to invite them to participate in the study if they met the requirements.
Professors from the four Nebraska Universities are be required to be teaching a fully
online graduate-level semester-long graduate level course that is for college credit
during the Fall 2019 semester. Faculty will be required to be graduate lecturers, courtesy
lecturers, adjunct professors, assistant professors, associate professors or full
professors. For the study, faculty were stratified into groups based on the number of
online courses they have taught (1-4, 5 plus). If the course enlists the aid of a teaching
assistant, the faculty of record must be responsible for at least 75% of the content and
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grading. The number of students enrolled in each course can range from 5-75 due to the
teaching presence scale that is being used to gather data on the faculty’s teaching
presence. Courses that are not for credit, pass/fail, or are for continuing
credit/professional development will be excluded.

Recruitment Process
Fall 2019 course listings were publicly available and accessed on the four
University of Nebraska websites. Using the course search tool on the four websites, 323
(UNK =95, UNL= 102, UNO= 93, and UNMC=33) asynchronous graduate-level courses
were identified. The four faculty and staff directories located on websites were then used
to obtain email addresses for faculty. Email addresses for faculty were not available for
39 courses (UNK=13, UNL=12, UNO=10, and UNMC=4) across the university system.
After compiling an email list, the request for study participation was emailed to 284
University of Nebraska faculty teaching an online course during the Fall 2019 semester
(UNK =82, UNL=90, UNO= 83 and UNMC=29) on August 12, 2019. Three additional
emails requesting participation were sent, with the last one being delivered on
September 9, 2019. Thirty-five faculty (UNK =5, UNL=10, UNO= 10, and UNMC=10)
agreed to participate in the study with their students.
Study Participation
After agreeing to participate in the study, an email was sent to participating
faculty containing instructions on how to access and add student email addresses to the
FERPA compliant Microsoft 365 individual course folder. In October, all participating
faculty were sent a one-page explanation of the study as well as consent information for
students; participating faculty were asked to share the document with students via the
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Canvas learning management system announcement tool or via email before the survey
launch in week 10 of the fall semester. At this time, three faculty (UNO= 3) emailed and
requested to be removed from the study, leaving the number of faculty participating in
the study at 32.

Data Collection Process
Data was collected using the Community of Inquiry teaching presence survey
(Appendix A and B) sent via email. The teaching presence survey contains 13 Likert
scale questions and two added questions. The survey contains four questions that ask
about the design and organization of the course, seven that ask about the facilitation and
three that ask about direct instruction. In addition, two questions were added to the
Community of Inquiry survey to collect overall teaching presence and course satisfaction
data. The first additional question asks the faculty and students to rate their overall
opinion of teaching presence using a 5-point Likert scale with 1 being poor and 5 being
excellent. The second question asks the faculty and students to rate his or her overall
course satisfaction using a 5-point Likert scale with 1 being not at all satisfied and 5
being extremely satisfied.
Survey Deployment
Teaching presence surveys were deployed during weeks 10 and 11 to the faculty
participating (N=32) and to their collective 695 students (UNK =135, UNL=181, UNO=
100, and UNMC=279) with three reminder emails sent to non-respondents during the
two-week time period. The teaching presence faculty survey was completed by thirtyone faculty participants, resulting in a response rate of 96.9%. Two faculty participants
had zero students complete the survey and were removed from the data set, leaving an
N of 29. The student teaching presence survey was completed by 193 students with a
response rate of 36%. The three students of the faculty member who did not respond to
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the survey were removed, leaving the students' survey count at 190. Out of the 29
faculty participating in the study, four faculty (UNK =1, UNL=2, UNO=0, and UNMC=1)
were identified as teaching more than one course during the semester, resulting in an
additional six courses that could be used in the study (UNK =2, UNL=2, UNO= 0 and
UNMC=2). Faculty with more than one course had their course scores combined and the
analysis was conducted using N=29.

The Community of Inquiry Survey - Validity and Reliability
In 2008, researchers developed the Community of Inquiry survey based on the
framework and aimed at measuring student perceptions of teaching presence, cognitive
presence and social presence. The survey consists of 13 teaching presence, nine social
presence and 12 cognitive presence 5-point Likert scale questions. In 2008, 287
students completed the Community of Inquiry survey and results of the factor analysis
provided evidence that resulted in reliability and validity for the Community of Inquiry
survey (Arbaugh et al., 2008; Swan et al., 2008). Shea and Bidjerano (2009), conducted
a study for reliability and validity in a multi institutional online network that represented
dozens of institutions and the study validated the survey instrument.

Survey Questions - Demographics
Faculty Demographics: In addition to the baseline data, demographics collected
included sex (male, female, other, missing), age, employment status (part-time, full
time), and the highest level of education. Professor title (graduate lecturer, courtesy
lecturer, adjunct professor, assistant professor, associate professor or full professors),
number of online courses taught (1-4, 5-9, 10-15, 16 plus), and education level teaching
(Graduate, Masters, PhD) will be collected.
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Course Demographics: In addition to the course name and course ID number,
the number of students enrolled in the course (5-10, 11-20, 21-30, 31- 40, 41 plus) will
be collected.
Student Demographics: In addition to the baseline data, demographics collected
includes sex (male, female, other, missing), age, student status (part-time, full time), and
the highest level of education. The number of online courses for credit in which a student
is enrolled in (1, 2-4, 5-9, 10-15, 16 plus) will be collected.

Assumptions
This study assumes the following: that participants have technology and digital
literacy skills to complete the survey online, that they understand the concept of teaching
presence in the online class, and that they understand the Community of Inquiry survey
questions they are being asked about and can formulate his or her perceptions related to
teaching presence and satisfaction. The Community of Inquiry survey instrument will
elicit reliable and truthful responses from students and faculty. Faculty and students will
be willing to complete the survey due to the confidentiality that will be maintained
throughout the study.

Limitations
The limitations of the study begin with self-reporting of teaching presence, which
can lead to participant bias and dishonesty. The results of the study are based on
perceptions of perceived teaching presence and overall course satisfaction. Faculty and
students may not fully understand and interpret teaching presence differently than
intended, thus creating inaccurate data. Respondents may be dishonest when
answering questions, leave questions unanswered, or answer before fully reading the
question which affects the validity of the data. Respondent bias may occur if a student or
faculty member has a hidden agenda which can lead to inaccurate data. Survey fatigue
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can occur before the survey is administered if the faculty and students have been asked
to take part in additional surveys. If the faculty and students perceive the approximately
20-minute survey as too long, survey fatigue may attribute to a low response rate.

Statistical Analysis
Descriptive reports containing summary statistics (means, standard deviations,
proportions, etc.) for participant data and outcome measures will be reported. When
appropriate, tables, charts, graphs, etc. will be used to illustrate the data.
AIM 1: To determine if student and instructor perceptions of the instructors
teaching presence in a fully online course differ. The hypothesis is that student and
instructor perceptions of the instructors teaching presence will not be different in a fully
online course. This will be assessed using a modified Community of Inquiry survey
instrument as well as demographic data for summarizing relationships.
Thirteen of the 15 Community of Inquiry survey questions will be scored using a
5 point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 =
strongly agree) and the total scores will be analyzed using an dependent groups t-test
relating the instructors scores to the mean of student scores from each instructor’s class.
An analysis of variance (ANOVA) will be conducted to compare scores by strata (1-4, 59, 10-15, 16 plus). Correlations, t-test and ANOVA tests will also be conducted to assess
the difference in the overall teaching presence based on the explanatory variables for
faculty (sex, age, employment status, education level, professor type, number of online
courses taught and professional development) and for students (sex, age, student
status, education level and the number of online courses taken).
AIM 2: To determine if there is a significant relationship between teaching
presence and course satisfaction in fully online courses. Instructor course satisfaction
scores will be assessed using an additional Likert scale question added on to the
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Community of Inquiry survey instrument addressing overall course satisfaction.
Correlations will be used to assess the relationships between teaching presence and
satisfaction. An ANOVA analysis will be conducted to compare overall teaching
presence, course satisfaction, and COI Teaching presence questions (the total score of
all 13 questions, the total score of the 4 questions from the Design and Organization
section, the total score of the 5 questions from the Facilitation section, and the total
score of the 3 questions of from the Direct Instruction section) by strata (1-4, 5-9, 10-15,
16 plus). Correlation, t-test and ANOVA tests will also be conducted to assess the
difference in course satisfaction scores based on the explanatory variables for faculty
(sex, age, employment status, education level, professor type, number of online courses
taught and professional development) and for students (sex, age, student status,
education level and the number of online courses taken). The second hypothesis,
instructors with above average COI teaching presence scores will have significantly
higher overall teaching presence scores will be analyzed using a Pearson correlation.
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CHAPTER 4: QUANTITATIVE RESULTS
The purpose of this cross-sectional stratified survey study is to research the
similarities and differences between the online student and their instructor’s perceptions
of teaching presence in an online graduate course. The quantitative data were collected
using the Community of Inquiry (COI) teaching presence survey along with two
additional questions to rate overall teaching presence, course satisfaction and includes
demographic data from faculty teaching the online courses and their students.

Description of the Sample- Faculty
The faculty sample consisted of 29 faculty from the four Nebraska Universities
(UNK=5, UNL=7, UNO=7, & UNMC=10). The gender of the faculty consisted of 13
males (44.8%) and 16 females (55.2%). An option to select other gender was offered in
the survey but was not selected by the faculty participants.
The age of the faculty ranged from age 31- 66+, as shown in Table 4 with 17
faculty participants being 50 years old or less (59%) and 12 being 51 or older (41%).
Table 4
Age of Faculty Participants
Frequency

Percent

31-35

5

17.2

36-40

3

10.3

41-45

5

17.2

45-50

4

13.8

51-55

3

10.3

56-60

3

10.3

61-65

3

10.3

44
66+

3

10.3

Total

29

100

The ethnicity of faculty participants is shown in Table 5; the majority of faculty
participants (79.3%) are white. Two faculty participants selected the “other” category and
had the opportunity to fill in a text box with their ethnicity. One faculty reported their
ethnicity as Caucasian and the other as European American.

Table 5
The Ethnicity of Faculty Participants
Frequency

Percent

Asian

3

10.3

Hispanic or Latino

1

3.4

White

23

79.3

Other

2

6.9

Total

29

100

Faculty were asked to share their employment status; four faculty participants
(13.8%) work part-time (31 hours or less a week), and 20 faculty participants (86.2%)
work full time (32 hours or more a week). Twenty-six faculty participants (89.7%) have
doctoral degrees, and three faculty participants (10.3%) have a master’s degree. The
faculty participants’ rank/titles are shown in table 6 and range from lecturer/instructor to
professor.
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Table 6
Faculty Rank/Title
Frequency

Percent

Lecturer/Instructor

3

10.3

Adjunct Professor

4

13.8

Assistant Professor

9

31

Associate professor

10

34.5

3

10.3

29

100

Professor
Total

Professional development on teaching presence and online teaching is shown in
Table 7. Six faculty participants (21%) had more than 10 hours of professional
development, and 23 had 10 hours or less (79%) of professional development geared
toward teaching online and creating a teaching presence. Four participants (13.8%) had
received no professional development prior to teaching online.
Table 7
Professional Development Hours on Teaching Presence & Online Teaching
Frequency

Percent

0 hours

4

13.8

1-5 hours

12

41.4

6-10 hours

7

24.1

11-15 hours

2

6.9

16-20 hours

2

6.9

20 or more hours

2

6.9

Total

29

100

46

Description of the Sample: Students
The student sample consisted of 190 students from the four Nebraska
Universities (UNK=40, UNL=30, UNO=32, & UNMC=86). The gender of the students
consisted of 48 males (25.35%), 140 females (73.7%), and two (1.1%) who selected the
other category. The age of the students ranged from 19 to 65, as shown in Table 8.
More than half of the students (52.6%) were 30 years old or younger.
Table 8
Student Participant Ages
Frequency

Percent

19-25

27

14.2

26-30

73

38.4

31-35

32

16.8

36-40

19

10

41-45

16

8.4

46-50

11

5.8

51-55

6

3.2

56-60

4

2.1

61-65

2

1.1

190

100

Total

The ethnicity of student participants is shown in Table 9; the majority of students
(79.5%) are white. Students (7) who selected the other category had the opportunity to
fill in a text box with their ethnicity. One student reported their ethnicity as Tri-racial and
the other as White and Hispanic.
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Table 9
Ethnicity of Student Participants
Frequency

Percent

Asian

12

6.3

Black or African American

13

6.8

7

3.7

White

151

79.5

Other

7

3.7

Total

190

100

Hispanic or Latino

Students were asked their residency status, and 176 students (92.6%) reported
that they were domestic students, and 14 students (7.4%) reported as international
students. The majority of students (118) were enrolled as part-time students (62.1%),
and 72 students were enrolled full-time (37.9%). Half of the student participants (51.6%)
have taken four or fewer online courses, as shown in Table 10. Eleven students (5.8%)
reported taking more than 21 online courses throughout their education.
Table 10
Number of online courses taken as a student
Frequency Percent
1-4

98

51.6

5-9

49

25.8

10-15

28

14.7

16-20

4

2.1

21 or more

11

5.8

Total

190

100
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The highest level of education completed by the majority of student participants
(122) is a bachelor’s degree (64.2%). Fifty students (26.3%) completed requirements for
a master’s degree, four students (2.1%) completed a professional graduate level degree,
and 14 students (7.4%) completed a doctoral degree.

Quantitative Analysis
Individual items on the survey were assessed, as well as overall teaching
presence, course satisfaction, and COI teaching presence subscale scores.

Figure 2. Comparison of paired t-test means for faculty & student perceptions

Aim 1
The first aim of the study was to determine if student and instructor perceptions
of the instructor’s teaching presence in a fully online course differ. Prior to completing
the paired t-test, total scores for each question were calculated for the 29 faculty, and
190 student participants based on the assigned course identification number. The next
step was to calculate total scores for faculty and students for Overall Teaching presence,
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course satisfaction, and COI Teaching Presence questions (individually, the mean score
of all 13 questions, the mean score of the four questions from the Design and
Organization section, the mean score of the five questions from the Facilitation section,
and the mean score of the three questions of from the Direct Instruction section as
shown in Figure 2.
The first paired t-test was conducted to compare the perception of the faculty
participants' overall teaching presence and the students’ perceptions of the faculty's
overall teaching presence. Student's perceptions of their instructor's overall teaching
presence (M=3.76, SD=.726) were higher than faculty perceptions of their own teaching
presence (M=3.28, SD= .840), a statistically significant difference t(28)= -2.537, p =
0.017. In addition to the overall teaching presence score, a paired t-test was conducted
to compare the overall means of the 13 teaching presence questions from the COI
survey. Student's perceptions of their instructor's 13 teaching presence questions overall
mean scores (M=3.76, SD=.726) were higher than faculty perceptions of their own
teaching presence (M=3.28, SD= .840), a statistically significant difference t(28)= -2.537,
p = 0.017.
The 13 questions from the COI teaching presence survey were broken down into
three categories: Design and Organization, Facilitation, and Direct Instruction. A pairedsamples t-test was then conducted to compare overall means of the four questions in the
Design and Organization section of the COI teaching presence survey between online
teaching faculty and their online students. There was a not significant difference in
perceptions of online teaching faculty (M=3.91, SD=0.691) and online students (M=4.2,
SD=0.488); t(28)= -1.837, p = .057 in the design and organization section of COI the
survey. An individual analysis of the four questions in the design and organization
section was also conducted. In this section, only question #2, which asked whether the
instructor clearly communicated important course goals, showed a significant difference.
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The student's perceptions of the instructor's communication of important course goals in
an online course (M=4.16, SD=0.499) were higher than the faculty's perceptions of their
communication of the online course goals (M=3.6, SD=0.820); t(28)= -3.451, p = .001.
Facilitation was the second category to compare the combined means of the six
facilitation questions in the COI teaching presence survey between online teaching
faculty and their online students’ perceptions. Students' perceptions of the instructor's
COI facilitation section scores (M=3.93, SD=0.535) were significantly higher than their
instructor's perceptions (M=3.3, SD=0.739); t(28)= -4.278, p = <.001.
Four out of six of the individual questions in this section showed a statistically
significant difference between online teaching faculty and online students' perceptions.
Question five addressed identifying areas of agreement or disagreement, and there was
a significant difference in the perceptions of online students (M=3.90, SD=0.638), which
were higher than the online faculty’s perceptions (M=3.03, SD=0.944); t(28)=-4.763, p =
<.001. Question six asked whether the instructor was helpful in guiding the class towards
and understanding course topics, and there was no significant difference in perceptions.
Question seven addressed keeping course participants engaged and participating in
productive dialogue. There was a statistically significant difference in online students'
perceptions mean scores (M=3.89, SD=0.517) which are higher than online faculty’s
perceptions mean scores (M=2.90, SD=1.05); t(28)=-5.268, p = <.001. Question eight
addressed keeping course participants on task in a way that helped them learn. The
results showed a statistically significant difference in perceptions of online students
(M=3.88, SD=.057) overall means which are scored higher than online faculty means
(M=3.43, SD=0.884); t(28)=-2.541, p = <.017. Question nine addressed encouraging
course participants to explore new concepts in the course. The results showed a
statistically significant difference in perceptions of online student's mean scores
(M=4.13, SD=0.540) which were higher than online faculty scores (M=3.69, SD=0.374);
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t(28)=-2.926, p = <.007. Question ten is the last question in the facilitation section of the
COI teaching presence survey and addressed the instructor’s actions and whether they
reinforced the development of a sense of community among participants. There was a
statistically significant difference in perceptions of online student's mean scores
(M=3.90, SD=0.521) which were higher than online faculty scores (M=3.12, SD=1.22);
t(28)=-3.519, p = <.001 regarding the development of a sense of community among
participants.
The last section of the COI teaching presence survey is direct instruction. A
paired-samples t-test was conducted to compare overall means of the three questions in
the direct instruction category of the COI teaching presence survey between online
teaching faculty and their online student’s perceptions. There was a statistically
significant difference in perceptions between online student's mean scores (M=3.86,
SD=.636) online teaching faculty scores which were lower (M=3.19, SD=0.863); t(28)= 4.689, p = <.001 in the direct instruction section of the survey. All three of the individual
questions in this section showed a statistically significant difference between online
teaching faculty and online student’s perceptions. Question 11 asked whether the
instructor helped focus discussion on relevant issues in a way that helped them learn.
There was a significant difference between the perceptions of online student's mean
scores (M=3.89, SD=0.620) which were higher than online teaching faculty mean scores
(M=3.05, SD=1.0) and t(28)= -4.689, p = <.001. Question 12 addressed providing
feedback that helped students understand their strengths and weaknesses relative to the
course goals and objectives. There was a significant difference of the perceptions of
online students means scores (M=3.72, SD=0.799) which were higher than online
teaching faculty perception scores (M=3.20, SD=1.06); t(28)= -3.07, p = .005. The last
question in this section asked whether the instructor provided feedback in a timely
fashion. There was a significant difference in the perceptions of online students mean
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scores (M=3.98, SD=0.759) which are higher than online teaching faculty means scores
(M=3.31, SD=1.17); t(28)= -3.87, p = .001 regarding timely feedback.

Aim 2
The second aim of the study was to determine whether there is a significant
relationship between teaching presence and course satisfaction in fully online courses,
as well as determining if instructors with average COI teaching presence scores will
have significantly higher overall teaching presence scores. Pearson’s correlation
analysis was used to examine the relationship between overall teaching presence and
course satisfaction between COI teaching presence scores and overall teaching
presence scores.
Table 11
Pearson correlations for overall teaching presence and course satisfaction
Faculty Satisfaction
Faculty Teaching Presence
.769*
Overall Score
Student Teaching Presence
-0.02
Overall Score
Note. * = statistically significant at p < .05 level.

Student
Satisfaction
0.144
.899*

As shown in Table 11, analysis results indicated a strong positive relationship
between faculty ratings of overall teaching presence and faculty course satisfaction,
r=.769, p <.001. A very strong relationship between student overall teaching presence
and student course satisfaction was also statistically significant, r=.899, p <.001. The
student’s overall teaching presence mean scores statistically explained 81% variability
on student course satisfaction scores. There was no statistically significant correlation
between faculty teaching presence overall scores and student teaching presence overall
scores, r=.131, p=.499, as well as no statistically significant correlation between faculty
overall course satisfaction and overall student satisfaction scores, r=.031, p=.875.
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Additionally, a paired samples t-test was conducted to compare faculty course
satisfaction means, and the course satisfaction means of their online students. There
was not a significant difference in the scores for faculty course satisfaction (M=3.62,
SD=.778), and their online students course satisfaction (M=3.68, SD=.632); t(28)= 0.329, p = .745.
The second Pearson’s correlation analysis was completed to see if instructors
with above-average COI teaching presence survey scores will have significantly higher
overall survey teaching presence scores.

Table 12
Pearson correlations for COI survey teaching presence scores and overall teaching
presence score
Faculty COI TP

Student COI TP

Faculty Teaching Presence Overall
Score
.890*
.113
Student Teaching Presence Overall
Score
.169
.880*
Note. COI TP = Community of Inquiry Teaching Presence Survey, * = statistically
significant at p < .05 level.
The results in Table 12 show a very strong relationship between the faculty’s
overall teaching presence score and the faculty’s COI teaching presence scores, r=.890,
p<.001. A very strong relationship between student overall teaching presence scores
and the student COI teaching presence scores were also statistically significant, r=.899,
p<.001.

Demographic and Explanatory Variables
Aims one and two also sought to determine if any student and faculty
demographics variables had an effect on the overall teaching presence, COI teaching
presence scores, and overall course satisfaction.
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Students
T-tests were conducted for student's race, gender, enrollment as a
domestic/international student, and enrolled status (part-time/full time). The students'
race was not found to be a predictive measure of their instructor's teaching presence
mean scores or course satisfaction mean scores for students, as shown in table13.
Table 13
Results of t-tests and descriptive statistics for Student Overall TP, Course Satisfaction,
COI TP 13Q, COI TP DO, COI TP F, and COI TP DI by Race
Outcome

Group
White

Non-White

M

SD

n

M

SD

n

t

df

p

3.58

1.19

151

3.51

1.144

39

0.299

188

0.765

3.51

1.18

151

3.44

1.231

39

0.347

188

0.729

COI TP 13Q

3.90

0.868

151

3.89

0.908

39

0.048

188

0.962

COI TP DO

4.19

0.848

151

3.97

0.944

39

1.405

188

0.162

COI TP F

3.80

0.914

151

3.887

0.902

39

-0.496

188

0.62

COI TP DI

3.70

1.01

151

3.797

1.042

39

-0.533

188

0.595

Overall TP
Course
Satisfaction

Note. COI = Community of Inquiry survey, TP= teaching presence, 13Q= 13 COI
survey questions combined, DO= Direct Instruction section of COI survey, F=
Facilitation section of COI Survey, DI= Direct Instruction of COI Survey, * = COI =
Community of Inquiry survey, TP= teaching presence, 13Q= 13 COI survey questions
combined, DO= Direct Instruction section of COI survey, F= Facilitation section of COI
Survey, DI= Direct Instruction of COI Survey, * = statistically significant at p < .05
level.
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In addition to students’ race, a t-test was run by gender on the overall teaching
presence, COI teaching presence scores, and overall course satisfaction and was not
found to be a predictive measure of teaching presence or course satisfaction for
students, as shown in Table 14.

Table 14
Results of t-tests and Descriptive Statistics for Student Overall TP, Course Satisfaction,
COI TP 13Q, COI TP DO, COI TP F, and COI TP DI by gender
Outcome

Group
Male

Overall TP

Female

M

SD

n

M

SD

3.42

1.33

48

3.62

1.12

n

t

df

p

140

-1.042

186

0.299

-1.414

186

0.159

Course
48
Satisfaction

3.29

1.39

COI TP 13Q

3.75

1.12

COI TP DO

3.97

COI TP F
COI TP DI

140
3.57

1.11

48

3.944

0.77

140

-1.316

186

0.19

1.1

48

4.2

0.779

140

-1.551

186

0.123

3.69

1.16

48

3.86

0.812

140

-1.143

186

0.254

3.589

1.2

48

3.77

0.95

140

-1.076

186

0.284

COI = Community of Inquiry survey, TP= teaching presence, 13Q= 13 COI survey
questions combined, DO= Direct Instruction section of COI survey, F= Facilitation
section of COI Survey, DI= Direct Instruction of COI Survey, * = COI = Community of
Inquiry survey, TP= teaching presence, 13Q= 13 COI survey questions combined,
DO= Direct Instruction section of COI survey, F= Facilitation section of COI Survey,
DI= Direct Instruction of COI Survey, * = statistically significant at p < .05 level.
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Student's enrollment as a domestic or international student was analyzed next
and was not found to be a predictive measure of teaching presence or course
satisfaction for students, as shown in Table 15.
Table 15
Results of t-tests and Descriptive Statistics for Student Overall TP, Course Satisfaction,
COI TP 13Q, COI TP DO, COI TP F, and COI TP DI by enrollment
Outcome

Group
International
Domestic Student
Student
M

SD

n

M

SD

3.58

1.18

176

3.36

1.151

3.5

1.208

176

3.43

3.91

0.87

176

COI TP DO

4.16

0.864

COI TP F

3.83

COI TP DI

3.74

Overall TP
Course
Satisfaction
COI TP
13Q

n

t

df

p

14

0.681

188

0.497

0.938

14

0.216

188

0.829

3.64

0.891

14

1.119

188

0.264

176

3.86

0.939

14

1.275

188

0.204

0.911

176

3.63

0.903

14

0.789

188

0.431

1.02

176

3.38

0.968

14

1.292

188

0.198

COI = Community of Inquiry survey, TP= teaching presence, 13Q= 13 COI survey
questions combined, DO= Direct Instruction section of COI survey, F= Facilitation
section of COI Survey, DI= Direct Instruction of COI Survey, * = COI = Community of
Inquiry survey, TP= teaching presence, 13Q= 13 COI survey questions combined,
DO= Direct Instruction section of COI survey, F= Facilitation section of COI Survey,
DI= Direct Instruction of COI Survey, * = statistically significant at p < .05 level.

The last t-test was conducted using enrollment status (part-time/full-time) to test
the effect of overall teaching presence, COI teaching presence scores, and overall
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course satisfaction and was not found to be a predictive measure of teaching presence
or course satisfaction for students as shown in Table 16.
Table 16
Results of t-tests and Descriptive Statistics for Student Overall TP, Course Satisfaction,
COI TP 13Q, COI TP DO, COI TP F, and COI TP DI by enrollment status
Outcome

Group
Part-time Enrollment
M

SD

n

Full-time Enrollment
M

SD

n

11

t

df

p

1.34

18

6

8

0.18

0.45

18

0.64

6

8

9

1.04

18

0.29

8

8

6

0.42

18

0.67

5

8

1

1.27

18

0.20

4

8

4

Overall TP
3.65

1.135

Course
Satisfaction

8

3.42

1.23

72

11
3.53

1.245

8

0.870

11

5

8

3.44

1.086

72

COI TP 13Q
3.95
4.16

3.81

0.872

72

11

COI TP DO
5

0.873

3.88

8

4.11

0.871

72

11

COI TP F
5

0.899

3.78

8

3.71

0.923

72

11

18

COI TP DI
5

1.039

8

3.611

0.971

72

1.13

8

0.26

COI = Community of Inquiry survey, TP= teaching presence, 13Q= 13 COI survey
questions combined, DO= Direct Instruction section of COI survey, F= Facilitation
section of COI Survey, DI= Direct Instruction of COI Survey, * = COI = Community of
Inquiry survey, TP= teaching presence, 13Q= 13 COI survey questions combined,
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DO= Direct Instruction section of COI survey, F= Facilitation section of COI Survey,
DI= Direct Instruction of COI Survey, * = statistically significant at p < .05 level.
Spearman rank-order nonparametric correlations were conducted for student
age, education level, and the number of online courses taken. There was a positive
correlation between getting older (age) and the increase in student perception scores for
overall teaching presence, course satisfaction, the COI teaching presence survey
section questions, and the overall mean of all 13 COI questions, as shown in table17.
There was a negative correlation between a student's level of education and overall
teaching presence, course satisfaction, and design and organization. As a student's
levels of education increase, their scores on teaching presence decreased for overall
teaching presence, course satisfaction, and design and organization.
Table 17
Spearman rank-order correlations for age, education level and number of online courses
taken

Age

Overall

Course

COI TP

COI TP

COI

COI

TP

Satisfaction

13Q

DO

TP F

TP DI

.219**

.200**

.211**

.217**

.188**

.178*

-.153*

-.143*

-0.132

-.185*

-0.081

-0.13

-0.016

-0.032

-0.059

-0.048

-0.042

-0.049

Education
Level
# of online
courses

Note. COI = Community of Inquiry survey, TP= teaching presence, 13Q= 13 COI
survey questions combined, DO= Direct Instruction section of COI survey, F=
Facilitation section of COI Survey, DI= Direct Instruction of COI Survey, * = COI =
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Community of Inquiry survey, TP= teaching presence, 13Q= 13 COI survey questions
combined, DO= Direct Instruction section of COI survey, F= Facilitation section of
COI Survey, DI= Direct Instruction of COI Survey, ** = statistically significant at p= <
0.01 level, ** = statistically significant at p= < 0.05 level.

Faculty
T-tests were also conducted for faculty race, gender, and employment status
(part-time/full time). The analyses were conducted to determine if there were any
differences in overall Teaching Presence, Course satisfaction, and COI Teaching
Presence questions (individually, the mean score of all 13 questions, the mean score of
the 4 questions from the Design and Organization section, the mean score of the 5
questions from the Facilitation section, and the mean score of the 3 questions of from
the Direct Instruction section) between race (white and non-white). As shown in Table
18, five out of the six tests did not have significant results. The COI direct instruction
section which was scored significantly (t(27) = -1.257, p = .038) higher by non-whites
(3.83 ± .0788) than whites (3.02± 0.817).
Table 18
Results of t-tests and Descriptive Statistics for Faculty Overall TP, Course Satisfaction,
COI TP 13Q, COI TP DO, COI TP F, and COI TP DI by race
Outcome

Group
White

Overall TP

Non-white

M

SD

n

M

SD

n

t

df

p

3.13

0.814

23

3.83

0.753

6

-1.908

27

0.067

3.52

0.79

23

4

0.6323

6

-1.366

27

0.183

Course
Satisfaction
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COI TP 13Q

3.36

0.626

23

3.85

0.7103

6

-1.629

27

0.115

COI TP DO

3.85

0.672

23

4.17

0.769

6

-1.006

27

0.323

COI TP F

3.28

0.679

23

3.64

0.927

6

-1.257

27

0.22

COI TP DI

3.02

0.817

23

3.83

0.788

6

-2.184

27

0.038

COI = Community of Inquiry survey, TP= teaching presence, 13Q= 13 COI survey
questions combined, DO= Direct Instruction section of COI survey, F= Facilitation
section of COI Survey, DI= Direct Instruction of COI Survey, * = COI = Community of
Inquiry survey, TP= teaching presence, 13Q= 13 COI survey questions combined,
DO= Direct Instruction section of COI survey, F= Facilitation section of COI Survey,
DI= Direct Instruction of COI Survey, * = statistically significant at p < .05 level.
Additional independent t-tests were conducted on overall Teaching Presence,
Course satisfaction, and COI Teaching Presence questions (individually, the mean score
of all 13 questions, the mean score of the four questions from the Design and
Organization section, the mean score of the five questions from the Facilitation section,
and the mean score of the three questions of from the Direct Instruction section) and
gender. There were no significant effects, as shown in Table 19 on the tested scores.
Table 19
Results of t-tests and Descriptive Statistics for Faculty Overall TP, Course Satisfaction,
COI TP 13Q, COI TP DO, COI TP F, and COI TP DI by gender
Outcome

Group
Male
M

SD

Female
n

M

SD

1

n

t

1

df

p

2

Overall TP
3.4615

0.77625

3

3.125

0.88506

6

1.075

7

0.292
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Course
Satisfaction

1
3.8462

0.37553

COI TP
13Q

3

1
3.4375

0.96393

1
3.5118

0.53924

3

6

2
1.438

1
3.4279

0.762

1

6

7

0.162

2
0.334

1

7

0.741

2

COI TP DO
3.9135

0.72777

3

3.9141

0.68423

1

6

-0.002

1

7

0.998

2

COI TP F
3.4167

0.54857

3

3.2135

0.87134

1

6

0.73

1

7

0.472

2

COI TP DI
3.1667

0.79349

3

3.2083

0.94183

6

-0.127

7

0.9

COI = Community of Inquiry survey, TP= teaching presence, 13Q= 13 COI survey
questions combined, DO= Direct Instruction section of COI survey, F= Facilitation
section of COI Survey, DI= Direct Instruction of COI Survey, * = COI = Community of
Inquiry survey, TP= teaching presence, 13Q= 13 COI survey questions combined,
DO= Direct Instruction section of COI survey, F= Facilitation section of COI Survey,
DI= Direct Instruction of COI Survey, * = statistically significant at p < .05 level.
The last t-test was conducted on overall Teaching Presence, Course satisfaction,
and COI Teaching Presence questions (individually, the mean score of all 13 questions,
the mean score of the four questions from the Design and Organization section, the
mean score of the five questions from the Facilitation section, and the mean score of the
three questions of from the Direct Instruction section) and employment status. There
were no significant effects on the scores and employment status, as shown in Table 20.

62
Table 20
Results of t-tests and Descriptive Statistics for Faculty Overall TP, Course Satisfaction,
COI TP 13Q, COI TP DO, COI TP F, and COI TP DI by employment status
Outcome

Group
Part-time

Full-time

M

SD

n

M

3.25

1.26

4

4

0.817

COI TP 13Q

3.6923

COI TP DO

Overall TP

SD

n

t

df

p

3.28

0.792

25

-0.065

27

0.949

4

3.56

0.768

25

1.056

27

0.3

0.921

4

3.4292

0.628

25

0.732

27

0.47

3.9375

0.826

4

3.91

0.687

25

0.073

27

0.943

3.625

0.956

4

3.2533

0.71

25

0.932

27

0.36

3.5

1.036

4

3.14

0.847

25

0.769

27

0.449

Course
Satisfaction

COI TP F
COI TP DI

COI = Community of Inquiry survey, TP= teaching presence, 13Q= 13 COI survey
questions combined, DO= Direct Instruction section of COI survey, F= Facilitation
section of COI Survey, DI= Direct Instruction of COI Survey, * = COI = Community of
Inquiry survey, TP= teaching presence, 13Q= 13 COI survey questions combined,
DO= Direct Instruction section of COI survey, F= Facilitation section of COI Survey,
DI= Direct Instruction of COI Survey, * = statistically significant at p < .05 level.

A one-way between-subjects ANOVA was conducted to compare the effect of
faculty job title on overall Teaching Presence, Course satisfaction, and COI Teaching
Presence questions (individually, the mean score of all 13 COI questions, the mean
score of the four questions from the Design and Organization section, the mean score of
the five questions from the Facilitation section, and the mean score of the three
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questions of from the Direct Instruction section). The faculty participant's job titles did not
have a significant effect on their overall teaching presence, overall course satisfaction,
the 13 COI questions, the design and organization section, the facilitation section or the
direct instruction section mean scores as shown in Table 21.
Table 21
ANOVA on effect of faculty job title
Sum of

df

Squares
Overall Teaching

Between

Presence

Groups

Mean

Sig.

1.048

0.403

0.751

0.567

1.212

0.332

1.473

0.242

Square

2.943

4

0.736

16.85

24

0.702

Total

19.793

28

Course

Between

1.872

4

0.468

Satisfaction

Groups
14.956

24

0.623

Total

16.828

28

Between

2.059

4

0.515

10.191

24

0.425

Total

12.25

28

COI Design &

Between

2.637

4

Organization

Groups

Within

F

Groups

Within
Groups

COI 13 Questions

Groups
Within
Groups

0.659
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Within

10.741

24

0.448

Total

13.378

28

Between

2.765

4

0.691

12.531

24

0.522

Total

15.295

28

COI Direct

Between

1.541

4

0.385

Instruction

Groups
19.333

24

0.806

20.874

28

Groups

COI Facilitation

1.324

0.29

0.478

0.751

Groups
Within
Groups

Within
Groups
Total

A Spearman's rank-order correlation was conducted to assess the relationship
between the number of faculty professional development hours and overall teaching
presence, and overall course satisfaction. There was no statistically significant
correlation between the number of professional development hours and overall teaching
presence scores, rs(27) = .119, p = .539. Additionally, there was no statistically
significant correlation between the number of professional development hours and
overall course satisfaction scores for faculty, rs(27) = .155, p = .421.
Stratified sample analysis
The study methods called for the sample to be divided into four strata based on
the total number of online courses taught previously (1-4, 5-plus). Due to the variance in
strata groups in Table 22, the four strata were combined into two strata for analysis (1-4
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and 5 plus courses taught) with sixteen faculty participants in the one to four courses
taught group and thirteen in the five-plus courses group.
Table 22
Number of Online Courses Taught
Frequenc
y

Percent

1-4

16

55.2

5-9

6

20.7

10-15

3

10.3

21 +

4

13.8

Total

29

100

An independent samples t-test was conducted to determine if there were
differences in the number of courses taught and Overall Teaching presence, Course
Satisfaction, and COI Teaching Presence questions (the total score of all 13 questions,
the total score of the 4 questions from the Design and Organization section, the total
score of the five questions from the Facilitation section, and the total score of the three
questions of from the Direct Instruction section), perceptions between online faculty and
online students. The results in figure # 3 show details of the tests conducted to
determine if there was a difference in perceptions based on the number of courses
taught. There were no significant results between the number of courses taught and
teaching presence. Faculty course satisfaction was higher for faculty who have taught
five or more online courses (M=3.92, SD=.493) than faculty having taught four or fewer
online courses (M=3.37, SD=.885), a statistically significant difference t(24) = -2.106,
p=.006).
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Figure 3. Strata analysis based on the total number of online courses taught
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ILLUSTRATIVE COMMENTS
Illustrative data was collected from the thirteen COI survey questions, the overall
teaching presence, and course satisfaction open-ended comment boxes. The option of a
comment box provided an opportunity for participants to enhance the insights gained
from the quantitative results portion of the study. A total of eight faculty (26%) and 55
(29%) of their students left illustrative comments. There were not enough comments to
conduct a full qualitative analysis. The illustrative text from the open-ended text boxes
will be used to support the results of the quantitative analysis. However, comments were
analyzed on NINVO 12 to identify themes based on the 13 questions in the three
sections of the COI survey: Design and Organization, Facilitation, and Direct Instruction.
The survey included two additional questions inquiring about overall teaching presence
and course satisfaction. The four top themes that emerged from the analysis are
discussion, feedback, grading, and communication and were interwoven throughout all
of the survey questions illustrative data. Discussion was the top theme that emerged
from students with sixty-seven (2.8%) mentions and ten mentions (1.5%) by faculty.
Feedback was mentioned 39 times (1.6%) by students and six times (2.6%) by faculty.
Grading was mentioned by students 36 times (1.5%) and by faculty two times (0.3%).
Communication was the last top theme to emerge with 15 (0.6%) students and four
faculty 0.6%) mentions. The illustrative comments were explored to better understand
teaching presence and course satisfaction perceptions between instructors and their
students. After the comments were analyzed based on themes, they were placed into
favorable or unfavorable categories for each question on the survey.
Aim 1
Aim one explored student and instructor teaching perceptions of the instructor’s
teaching presence. The first question of the survey asked faculty and their students to
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rate the overall opinion of teaching presence. A total of six faculty (21%) and 19 students
(10%) left illustrative comments. All six faculty comments were favorable in regard to the
faculty member's overall teaching presence. Favorable illustrative responses from faculty
on overall teaching presence included the following:
“I believe my course content and organization are good.”
“Relative to some others, I sense my presence is pretty good.”
“I endeavor to stay in regular contact with students through the initial live Zoom
teleconference, then through regular announcements and posts, as well as
participation in online discussions of the course material.”
Student’s left 16 comments regarding the overall teaching presence of their
instructors for question one. Favorable comments were mentioned by 11 students (6%),
and five students (4%) left unfavorable comments out of the 19 overall teaching
presence comments. Favorable illustrative responses from students on overall teaching
presence included the following:
“He has excellent communication and he is truly knowledgeable.”
“My instructor responds promptly to question, posts grades in a reasonable time
frame…sends reminders regarding progression of assignments.”
“Quick to respond, patient with clarification, pointed feedback that actually helps
and makes sense.”
“Excellent communication with feedback on quizzes and any other graded
assignments.”
Unfavorable illustrative responses from students on overall teaching presence included
the following:
“She is not as present as she should be, she does respond to emails but is
rarely seen in discussions.”
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“Communication with this instructor is VERY poor –she doesn’t respond to emails or discussion board requests in a timely manner by any means. There has
been an occasion where she assigned a paper…not responded to questions until
the day before it was due.”
“We have only been provided a textbook, a PPT (with limited descriptions) and
little to no interaction with the instructor.
After answering the first question on overall teaching presence, faculty and
students were asked to answer 13 questions from the COI survey based on teaching
presence and leave illustrative comments. In addition to analyzing each question
individually, the survey questions were divided into the design and organization,
facilitation, and direct instructions sections.
Design & Organization
The first question of the COI teaching presence survey asked the faculty and
student participants if important course topics were communicated during the semester.
There were no faculty comments and nine students (5%) left illustrative comments for
this question. Favorable comments were submitted by five students, and there were four
unfavorable comments. Favorable comments by students included the following:
“The instructor is very organized; makes it easy to know what is due and when
and has clearly communicated changes to the schedule.”
“Absolutely, I do not have to look in different places for my assignments, and my
professor communicates efficiently.”
Unfavorable illustrative comments by students include:
“The instructor does not do any of his own lectures. It is just assigned reading
and discussion boards.”
“Assigned readings are vague and do not emphasize what is important about
them. For instance, several assigned readings were titled "Read and know about
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the ...", "Read and know about ..." with a link to their homepages. There is little
direction as to what is relevant and important.”
Question two asked the faculty and student participants if important course goals
were communicated during the semester. There were zero faculty comments, and eight
students (4%) left illustrative comments for this question. Favorable illustrative
comments were submitted by six students, and there were two unfavorable comments.
Favorable comments included the following:
“Very well outlined, and information is available from the beginning.”
“The syllabus is clear, and the weekly announcements help a lot.”
“Outlined in the syllabus”
Unfavorable illustrative comments by students include:
“While the instructor does express some goals clearly...goals are either deceptive
or not always clear and require multiple revisits regarding each goal to
understand what that goal actually is.”
“Because some of our work can be quite subjective, I wish she would provide a
rubric for general guidelines.”
“Goals are communicated through the syllabus but not the instructor.”
Question three asked the faculty and student participants if clear instructions on
how to participate in course learning activities were provided during the semester. A total
of one faculty (3%) and eight students (4%) left illustrative comments for this question.
The favorable comment submitted by the one faculty participant:
“I do work at improving this, but as a faculty member, I am pulled in lots of
directions, and I don't feel I have as much time as I need to make instructions
that are clear to a variety of learners. This takes quite a bit of time! Students
mostly figure it out though, so I suspect I'm doing ok.”
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Favorable comments were submitted by five students, and there were three
unfavorable comments. Favorable illustrative student comments included the following:
“The grading rubrics were very well done to allow students to know exactly what
the instructor was looking for which is very important especially when completing
group projects!”
“I appreciate how the course is laid out. The units have a mix of presentations,
videos, additional reading, and quizzes. This mix is a welcome change from all
video or all PowerPoint, etc.”
“Outlined very clearly in the syllabus.”
Unfavorable illustrative comments shared by students include:
“He did not mention that our... assessment tests were timed before the initial test,
so it was a surprise the first time.”
“Several of the quizzes and homework assignments have needed clarification
from the majority of the students (seen through the discussion board) on more
than one occasion the quiz needed to be adjusted because the information
provided was incorrect.”
Question four asked the faculty and student participants if important due
dates/time frames for learning activities were provided during the semester. A total of
two faculty (7%) and 11 students (6%) left illustrative comments for this question. Two
favorable comments were submitted by faculty and included the following:
“I think I do well at this, but again, I don't think I always meet students' needs.”
“I clearly communicate due dates/time frames.”
Favorable comments were submitted by seven students, and there were four
unfavorable comments. Favorable illustrative comments included the following:
“For bigger assignments, the professor would provide a reminder 1-4 weeks
before that assignment is due.”
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“Outlined very clearly in the syllabus.”
“Very much appreciated the Monday morning e-mails with the
expectations/requirements for the week's assignments!!”
Unfavorable illustrative comments submitted by students included:
“It'd be nice to have an actual outline of each week's assignments and topics.”
“The schedule in the syllabus is very detailed but a little confusing.”
Facilitation
The second section of the COI Teaching Presence survey asked five questions
about the perceptions of the instructor’s facilitation during the semester. Question five
asked the faculty and student participants about the helpfulness of the instructor in
identifying areas of agreement and disagreement on course topics. A total of two faculty
(7%) and seven students (4%) left illustrative comments for this question. Faculty
comments related to the question and not understanding what it means to identify areas
of agreement or disagreement. Unfavorable comments were submitted by four students
and three other comments stated they did not understand the question or did not apply.
Unfavorable comments included:
“The instructor isn't providing any input into weekly discussions whether we are
right or wrong regarding a topic.”
“There was no discussion every week to allow me to reflect on the topic being
discussed.”
Question six asked the faculty and student participants about the helpfulness of
the instructor in guiding the class towards understanding course topics in a way that
helped clarify student thinking. A total of three faculty (10%) and 14 students (7%) left
illustrative comments for this question. Three favorable comments were submitted by
faculty and included the following:
“I post regular feedback to students and to the whole class.”
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“I focus heavily on detailed feedback and writer development.”
Five favorable comments, along with nine unfavorable comments, were submitted by
students. Favorable comments included the following:
“He often engaged in online discussions with us to answer any questions and
clear up any misunderstandings.”
“If there is ever a question beyond lecture, she has clearly indicated ways to
communicate and is quick to respond”
Unfavorable comments submitted by students include:
“It seems as if every week, things become more confusing and very detailed/indepth.”
“Feedback was not given for discussion posts, so students don't really know if
their answers that they posted are correct.”
“There are no quizzes, no tests, a few group papers, and one independent
project. With basically no instruction, we are left to our own devices to figure out
what he wants us to know.”
Question seven asked the faculty and student participants if the instructor helped
to keep course participants engaged and participating in productive dialogue. A total of
four faculty (2%) and 22 students (12%) left illustrative comments for this question. Four
comments were submitted by the faculty and included the following:
“I try to do this through online discussion posts, but only two are required
throughout the semester, and while other posts are encouraged, many do not
post just to share insight.”
“While I do give written feedback on the Discussion Board and other activities,
I'm not sure if this is promoting dialogue. I try to respond to student questions
through email, which does promote dialogue on a specific topic of interest to
them.”
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Favorable comments were submitted by eight students, and there were ten
unfavorable comments. Favorable comments included the following:
“The discussion board questions have been a sequence that builds on each
other and has really been helpful to understand how the course topics can apply
to my initial idea. This has been very helpful instead of having disjointed topics.”
“I enjoy the discussions that our group engages in.”
“The discussions were actually a learning experience.”
“Lots of peer review.”
“He left comments and provided feedback on our discussions and assignments.”
Unfavorable comments submitted by students included:
“No follow up comments on discussion boards to know if we were on the right
track or not”
“The discussion board she posts for questions every week WOULD BE helpful,
however, she doesn't respond to these questions, so it's no help at all.”
“No requirement to post on the discussion board, only one student seems to use
the platform to ask questions or share information. I know building a community
is difficult in online courses but having some requirement or at least reminder to
post questions, comments, or have discussions on the board might be useful."
“The instructor failed to actively engage with students either by providing
feedback on discussion posts or exam essays.”
Question eight asked the faculty and student participants if the instructor helped
keep the course participants on task in a way that helped students learn. A total of one
faculty (3%) and nine students (5%) left illustrative comments for this question. One
favorable comment was submitted by faculty.
“This course is very focused, so it's difficult for students to go off task and still get
a good grade.”
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Favorable comments were submitted by seven students, and there were two
unfavorable comments. Favorable comments included the following:
“I liked having weekly assignments, so I could budget my time and I always
knew when assignments were due.”
“I think the professors have been great, but it's tough to balance the particular
needs and experiences of the students.”
“The instructor occasionally sends out reminders/announcements about quizzes
and exams to our section, which is helpful. I'm not sure that it particularly helps
me learn, but keeps me on track and making progress in the course.”
“This instructor has weekly assignments that require you to engage with the
course materials. I am in another course where there is nothing required other
than a midterm and exam. Thus I don't engage with the materials until I have to.”
Unfavorable comments submitted by students include:
“The instructor has not participated with students over two months.”
“I feel as though this statement is not relevant to an online class at all.”
Question nine asked the faculty and student participants if the instructor
encouraged course participants to explore new concepts in this course. There were zero
faculty comments, and seven students (4%) left illustrative comments for this question.
Seven favorable comments were submitted by students, and there were no unfavorable
comments. Favorable comments included the following:
"Via discussion posts and exam essay questions.”
“The instructor often mentions papers or additional resources that students can
reference if they are particularly interested in a topic.”
“Extra readings were sometimes mentioned when a subject was briefly covered,
that is a big concept.”
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Question ten asked the faculty and student participants if the instructor’s actions
reinforced the development of a sense of community among course participants. A total
of three faculty (10%) and 12 students (6%) left illustrative comments for this question.
Three comments were submitted by the faculty.
“The small groups are designed to create a sense of community.”
“We did not have a sense of community in the course, but rather each student
worked independently. I did share examples of work by some students with
others, so they could see samples of good efforts. But there was not any group
discussion. That likely would have been useful.”
“I'm not sure how to begin to do that beyond discussion board activities?”
Favorable comments were submitted by ten students, and there were two
unfavorable comments. Favorable comments included the following:
“The discussion board posts foster a sense of community.”
“Feedback and ideas from peers are SO helpful, especially when we are not able
to interact in person.”
“The group projects were enough to promote community learning but not so
much that it wasn't manageable with online students continuing their everyday
lives outside of school.”
“Friendly. Intro to and from others at the beginning of course.”
Unfavorable comments submitted by students include:
“There has not been much encouragement to use the discussion board after the
first lecture. I've honestly forgotten about it and have not interacted with any of
my classmates.”
“This is hard to do being online.”
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Direct Instruction
The last section of the COI Teaching Presence survey asked six questions about
the perceptions of the instructor’s direct instruction during the semester. Question eleven
asked the faculty and student participants if the instructor helped to focus the discussion
on relevant issues in a way that helped students learn. A total of one faculty (3%) and
eight students (4%) left illustrative comments for this question. The faculty comment
submitted was:
“There was not much discussion, aside from individual students who would
question grading or critiques.”
Favorable comments were submitted by four students, and there were four
unfavorable comments. Favorable comments included the following:
“Instructor participates in the discussion board and facilitates further learning and
supplies other helpful readings.”
“I am not a fan of discussion boards with responding to others posts but I do like
that the discussion board keeps everyone up to date with...news”
“Added some extra materials that were helpful.”
Unfavorable comments submitted by students included:
“I would love to see some occasional feedback from the instructor within the
discussion board topics."
“Again, not much discussion as part of the course, so I don't feel this necessarily
applies.”
“She tried but often the discussion just got me more confused.”
Question 12 asked the faculty and student participants if the instructor provided
feedback that helped the students understand strengths and weaknesses relative to the
course’s goals and objectives. A total of zero faculty (0%) and 18 students (9%) left
illustrative comments for this question. Favorable comments were submitted by six
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students, and there were twelve unfavorable comments. Favorable comments included
the following:
“He left comments on writing assignments asking questions that pushed my
thinking, let me know when my writing was unclear or reassured me that I was on
the right track.”
“The feedback has helped to clarify what the professor expects, and it has been
done respectfully. I appreciate the manner in which she has helped me with my
weaknesses.”
“Helpful comments when grading assignments.”
Unfavorable comments submitted by students included:
“Our second assignment has been turned in for a month and I have yet to know
the grade.”
“I asked for help through e-mail I received NO response from both the instructor
and the TA. Discussion questions each week include the need for clarification on
quizzes and assignments; those questions typically go unanswered for days or
are oftentimes answered by a fellow student.”
“The instructor failed to provide any feedback over two months, and what
feedback that was given towards the beginning of the semester was minimal or
general points made without any in-depth explanation or clarification for the
mistakes.”
“Feedback and grade releases are extraordinarily slow. I was unaware of how to
proceed on newer assignments because I didn't have feedback on older ones.”
“By the time a grade is done, it is weeks (or even a couple of months) later and
the feedback is hardly relevant. I honestly don't know what my weaknesses in
this class are because of this.”
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“The lack of prompt feedback at the halfway point in this course is frustrating and
leaves little time for improvement for ongoing assessments such as essays and
discussion posts.”
Question 13 asked the faculty and student participants if the instructor provided
feedback in a timely fashion. A total of two faculty (7%) and 24 students (13%) left
illustrative comments for this question. Two favorable comments were submitted by
faculty. Favorable comments included the following:
“I have to pick and choose what to give feedback on due to time constraints.
Some students would like feedback on everything they submit and it's not
possible for me. I do provide feedback on early assignments to give students
ideas how to improve. Also, if an assignment is practice for a later larger project,
I am sure to give feedback on that assignment in time for it to be incorporated
into the final projects.”
“While I regularly provided feedback to the students on their assignments, only a
few would tend to interact on the points raised. More such interactions would
likely be helpful.”
Favorable comments were submitted by seven students and there were four
unfavorable comments. Favorable comments included the following:
“Thanks for giving feedback individually, although we can learn from each other's
mistakes and accomplishments.”
“Has ALWAYS graded assignments in a timely fashion. This helps me in knowing
where I need to improve before the next assignment/test is due.”
“Very good at communicating if unable to give feedback promptly.”
Unfavorable comments submitted by students included:
“The instructor failed to actively engage with students either by providing
feedback on discussion posts or exam essays.”
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“The instructor has not provided any feedback over a two month period.”
“It's been over a month since anything has been graded. Hard to know what your
grade is or will be. There have been 6 assignments since anything has last been
graded.”
“The instructor is overloaded with course sections and is not able to grade
assessment before the next assessment is due. This creates great anxiety and
will affect overall performance in the course.”
“Has yet to grade exam 1 papers even though exam 2 papers are due next week.
HIGHLY frustrating”
“Feedback and grades were posted 5 weeks after an exam. Feedback did not
help me in improving for the next exam.”
“Today is 10/28, our last graded discussion board (which we do weekly) was
9/23. This has easily been the most unorganized class I have taken in my
academic career.”
“There has been a delay between turning in an assignment and getting feedback
that has made being sure I am doing the next assignment correctly and to the
best of my ability difficult.”
Aim 2
Aim two sought to determine if there is a significant relationship between
teaching presence and course satisfaction in fully online courses. Faculty and their
students were asked to rate their overall course satisfaction in the survey. A total of five
faculty (8%) and 16 students (8%) left illustrative comments. Out of the five faculty
comments, three were favorable, and two were unfavorable. Favorable comments on
faculty satisfaction of their courses included the following:
“On average very satisfied.”
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“I’m satisfied at this point but know that I need to change things in the course for
it to be better.”
Unfavorable comments on overall course satisfaction by faculty included:
“I would teach this class in person if there weren’t external pressures to teach
online.”
“Online education lacks the spontaneity of a classroom, which is invigorating, but
does engage students in useful ways.”
There were 16student comments about overall course satisfaction. Seven of the
comments were unfavorable, and nine comments were favorable. Favorable comments
included the following:
“The course is well developed."
“I am learning exactly what I was hoping to with this curriculum so far.”
“The pace is exactly what I would expect for a graduate course... The content is
interesting and applicable not only for ... the future but also for today in the
classroom."
Unfavorable comments submitted by students included:
“The instructor seems to have an idea of exactly what she wants on
quizzes/assignments and is brutal with grading if it doesn't exactly match up to
her expectations.”
“We learn a lot from the readings, but it would be great to get more background
information from the professor via a short online lecture or some visual
examples.”
“Additionally, the material covered in this course has shown very minimal
retention, with material pertinent to either the weekly quiz or discussion board
being retained and afterward forgotten.”
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In summary, this chapter presented the statistical analysis results of the COI
teaching presence, overall teaching presence, and overall course satisfaction. The
analysis found statistically significant results for aim one and aim two based on the data
analyzed. Illustrated comments were also collected on the fifteen open-ended responses
to the survey questions. The text responses also allowed the researcher to obtain
additional data in the form of explanatory text that supports the quantitative results of the
study.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION
The Community of Inquiry (COI) Model includes cognitive presence, social
presence, and teaching presence elements as foundations for creating a quality online
educational experience. The model suggests that the student’s experience takes place
in the online learning environment through three presences (Anderson, Garrison, et al.,
2001). The three presences are teaching presence, social presence and cognitive
presence. Design and organization, facilitation and direct organization are the three
sections under COI teaching presence and were measured in the study survey. The
Community of Inquiry Teaching Presence Likert scale survey is a reliable and validated
survey and includes questions for all three elements. However, this study only used the
teaching presence section of the COI survey to analyze the perceptions of faculty and
students. Teaching presence is the role the instructor engages in while teaching online
by creating and sustaining a presence. There are 13 questions related to teaching
presence in the COI survey, and they are broken into three categories: design and
organization, facilitation and direct instruction. Design and organization indicators are
tied to the course design and planning stages. Facilitating discourse is vital to student
motivation, engagement, and continued interest in the course. Direct instruction is how
the teacher presents the learning content and shares knowledge with the students,
provides instructional support, and scaffolds student learning (Anderson, Liam, et al.,
2001). In addition to the 13 COI questions, participants were also asked to rank their
perceptions on overall teaching presence and overall course satisfaction to help answer
the study's research questions.

Aim 1: Summary and Discussion
The study results provide insight into the differing perceptions of teaching
presence between faculty and students in an online course. Aim one was to determine if
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student and instructor perceptions of the instructor’s teaching presence in a fully online
course differ. The hypothesis stated that student and instructor perceptions of the
instructor’s teaching presence will be significantly different in a fully online course and
were found to be statistically significant. The overall teaching presence perception
scores between online students and faculty were statistically significant suggesting that
overall teaching presence is perceived higher by students than by faculty. The data
contributes a clearer picture of how the perceptions of faculty and students differ,
highlighting the need for faculty to understand what teaching presence is and how
teaching presence or lack of teaching presence affects the online classroom learning
experience for their students.
All paired t-tests results on teaching presence perceptions to include overall
teaching presence, the COI survey sections, and individual questions showed faculty
consistently rated themselves lower than their students rated them. A possible
explanation for this may be that 52% of student participants who responded to the
survey reported that they had taken less than four online courses including the one they
were currently in. This may have contributed to the higher student means, since they
may not have experienced or fully understood what teaching presence looks like in an
online course. The faculty member’s process of selecting and communicating an answer
for each question may have also contributed to the results. Additionally, the survey
measured perceptions that vary based on the prior knowledge of each participant on
teaching presence. Perception is the process that is used to make sense of the
messages we encounter by selecting, organizing, and interpreting the stimuli. When
faculty completed the teaching presence survey questions, they may have used their
self-concept – a set of perceptions they have about themselves as instructors in an
online course (Weintraub et al., 2015). How we think others view us is how our selfconcept is created and shaped; when the topic is sensitive or personal, such as teaching
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presence, perceptions are often shaped by the instructor's self-concept (Stone &
Chapman, 2006). The survey respondents may have moved their answers up or down
on the Likert scale based on their self-concept at the time of the survey, which would
have affected the results (Weintraub et al., 2015).
One barrier to accurate self-concept is the judging of oneself more critically than
others, which can alter the perception of the person (Weintraub et al., 2015). For
instance, when faculty participants rated their teaching presence and left illustrative
comments, they said, “I sense my presence is pretty good, “I think I do well at this…”,
and “I'm not sure if this is promoting”. These statements include shades of doubt and
may be tied to teacher self-concept. The doubt found in the comments may have
possibly contributed to their answers. This is done when a participant moves their
answers up or down on the Likert scale censoring the response (Groves et al., 2011).
When students completed the teaching presence survey, their age, gender, past
experiences, culture, motive, expectations, and present feelings affected perceptions
and assigned meaning to their instructor’s actions and interactions in the online
classroom (Weintraub et al., 2015). Students left positive illustrative comments
highlighting the differing perceptions, “He has excellent communication,” “Responds
promptly to question,” “Posts grades in a reasonable time frame,” “Excellent
communication with feedback,” “Quick to respond,” “Patient with clarification,” “Pointed
feedback that actually helps.” The comments align with the quantitative results,
illustrating that students perceived the teaching presence indicators differently than their
instructors did. Not all students were satisfied with their instructors overall teaching
presence and had negative perceptions of their instructors. Negative comments left by
students on overall teaching presence were, “She is not as present as she should be,”
“rarely seen in discussions,” “Communication is VERY poor,” and “little to no interaction
with instructor.” Not only are student's perceptions of their instructor's lack of interactions
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during the course affecting their opinions of the instructor but student’s perceptions have
also been shown to affect student satisfaction and the persistence for continuing on in
the course or program.
Student age was also found to have a relationship between satisfaction with
overall teaching presence when conducting the Spearman rank-order correlation
analysis. There was a weak positive correlation between student age and overall
teaching presence perception scores submitted by students. The student survey
population included 27 students (14.2%) who were 25 years old or younger and 163
students (85.8%) who were 26 and older (Table 8). The age of the students may have
influenced their rating of the instructor's overall teaching presence in their online course
because as adult learners since the importance of the learning experience may matter
more to older students than younger students (Weintraub et al., 2015). Another possible
explanation may be that an adult learner's self-concept becomes more self-directed as
they mature and have a readiness to learn. Experience also plays a role in adult learning
as they draw on the experiences that become learning resources. Motivation to learn
and apply the learned content immediately to problems are also part of the profile of
adult learners and played a role in age and teaching presence perceptions for the
students (Cercone, 2008).
By recognizing that there is a difference in perceptions between themselves and
their students, faculty can better understand the online needs of the students enrolled in
their courses. Knowing what constitutes teaching presence in the online course, faculty
can create an environment that not only teaches the students content but gives them an
engaging and quality learning experience equal to a traditional in-person learning
experience. When faculty create online learning environments, they need to understand
the elements of effective teaching presence interactions and be able to facilitate a quality
learning experience. Knowing what is effective and not effective in the online learning
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environment will enable the instructor to create interactions and content that meet the
needs of students as well as the educational goals. Previous studies have shown that
teaching presence leads to higher levels of student motivation, student learning
outcomes, and student satisfaction making teaching presence a vital component in
online courses (Espasa & Meneses, 2010; Ladyshewsky, 2013; Liu et al., 2006).
Teaching Presence: Stratified Sample Discussion
Faculty were placed into strata based on the total number of online courses
taught (1-4, 5 plus) according to the study design. The faculty sample included 16 faculty
(55.2%) who have taught four or fewer courses online and 13 (44.8%) who taught 5 or
more courses online. An independent samples t-test was run for the overall teaching
presence and COI Teaching Presence survey questions and sections to determine if
perceptions between online faculty and online students differ based on the number of
courses taught. There were no significant results between the number of courses taught
(1-4 and 5 plus) and teaching presence perceptions. The results suggest that the
number of courses taught does not organically contribute to the level of teaching
presence or the perceptions of the faculty or students. One factor that might explain why
there is no difference between strata may be based on the instructor and their level of
professional development opportunities. Faculty are often hired for their expertise, not
their teaching skills, and may not have had the opportunity to attend professional
development or enlist the aid of an instructional designer before beginning to teach
online. Additionally, teaching online might not fit with the teaching styles of faculty or
they may be required to teach online which may hinder teaching presence scores.

COI Teaching Presence: Design and Organization
In addition to the survey question that asked students and faculty to rank the
overall teaching presence, individual questions and COI teaching presence section
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analyses were completed. A paired t-test was run to compare the instructor and
student's perceptions of the four combined means of the COI design and organization
section. The data suggested that perceptions of faculty and students do not differ
statistically in regard to the design and organization section of the COI survey. The
perceptions of the instructor's communication of course topics, providing clear
instructions on how to participate in course activities, and clear communication of
important due dates and time frames, were not perceived differently between instructor
and student which suggests that faculty are designing and organizing the course in a
way that is helpful to students communication needs. However, one of the four questions
in this section, when individually analyzed with a paired t-test, showed a significant
difference in perceptions. Question two on the COI teaching presence survey asks if
important course goals are clearly communicated and online students rated faculty
higher than faculty rated themselves when it came to the communication of important
course goals.
The results of these sections of analyses are important because course goals
may be overlooked as a design and organization tool in the online classroom learning
management system by faculty. One student stated, “Goals are communicated through
the course syllabus but not by the instructor.” This highlights the importance of instructor
communication of course goals throughout the semester. Course goals are most often
found in the course syllabus, as noted by students’ illustrative comments, “Outlined in
the syllabus” and “Very well outlined and information is available from the beginning.”
One student shared that the “The syllabus is clear and the weekly announcements help
a lot,” implicating that continuous communication of course goals are important to the
learning experience. Studies have shown that the course goals should be communicated
throughout the learning experience through the course design to help students
understand what is expected of them (Fink, 2012). One student stated, “Because some

89
of our work can be quite subjective, I wish she would provide a rubric for general
guidelines,” which calls attention to one of the different ways to communicate course
goals beyond the syllabus. Course goals can be communicated outside the syllabus by
creating weekly or module goals/objectives and sharing them with students in the
module or via an announcement. Instructors can also create grading rubrics for
assignments which give students a clear understanding of how the assignment will be
assessed. When delivering feedback, instructors can state how the student met learning
objectives. Remedios & Lieberman (2008), found that the mastery of a course goal
significantly influenced course evaluations; this spotlights the importance of instructors
communicating course goals to students throughout the semester.

COI Teaching Presence: Facilitation Discussion
The next section analyzed was the facilitation section of the survey. The data
suggests that students and faculty perceptions are different when it comes to the
instructor’s facilitation of the course. The paired t-test run on the combined means of the
COI survey questions five through 10 showed statistically significant differing
perceptions between online students who scored faculty higher than faculty scored
themselves. The facilitation section asks if the instructor was helpful in identifying areas
of agreement or disagreement, guiding the class towards understanding course topics,
keeping students engaged and participating in a productive dialogue, keeping the course
on task in a way that helped students learn, encouraging exploration of new concepts,
and if the instructor helped develop a sense of community among course participants.
An individual analysis was also conducted for the five questions in this section and all
but one question showed a statistically significant difference between students and
faculty perceptions.
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Question five asked about the instructor identifying areas of agreement and/or
disagreement on course topics that helped the students learn. The perceptions of online
students were scored significantly higher than online faculty scores. The only illustrative
comments left by students stated they did not understand the question or were
unfavorable. The comments do not provide an explanation as to why the students rated
the faculty higher than the faculty members did for this question. The students who left
illustrative comments shared that faculty were not providing input, participating in the
discussion board, or there were none or too few discussion boards in the course. There
were two faculty comments which stated that they did not understand what the question
meant as well. There was not enough illustrative data to determine if the lack of
understanding was the wording of the question or the fact that there is not an
explanation of where facilitation by the instructor takes place in the discussion board.
The majority of the facilitation section takes place in the discussion board where
meaningful discourse is created by students and their faculty members.
Question six asked if the instructor was helpful in guiding the class towards
understanding course topics and showed no differences in perceptions between
students and faculty. The three faculty illustrative comments were about feedback and
included, “I post regular feedback to students and to the whole class,” and “I focus
heavily on detailed feedback and writer development.” Favorable student comments that
support the non-significant results of the paired t-test discussed instructors as engaging
with students on the discussion board and communicating with students as faculty also
reported.
Question seven addressed keeping course participants engaged and
participating in productive dialogue. There was a statistically significant difference in
perceptions of online faculty who scored themselves lower than their students did on
engagement and participation in productive dialogue. One faculty member stated, “I try
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to do this through online discussion posts,” and another stated, “I do give written
feedback on the discussion board and other activities, I'm not sure if this is promoting
dialogue.” Eight student comments touched on faculty leaving comments on the
discussion board, peer review opportunities, and group discussions. Unfavorable
comments shared were about the lack of follow up on discussion board questions,
highlighting the difference in perceptions. One student stated, “No follow up comments
on discussion boards to know if we were on the right track or not,” which is not an
indicator of promoting dialogue in the online discussion board.
Question eight addressed keeping course participants on task in a way that
helped them learn showed a statistically significant difference in perceptions of online
faculty scores and online students whose scores were higher than faculty scores. One
faculty participant commented on this question and shared that their “course is very
focused, so it's difficult for students to go off task and still get a good grade.” While
students shared, “The instructor occasionally sends out reminders and announcements
about quizzes and exams to our section, which is helpful. I'm not sure that it particularly
helps me learn, but keeps me on track and making progress in the course” and “I liked
having weekly assignments, so I could budget my time,” which supported the results of
the paired t-test analysis.
Question nine addressed encouraging course participants to explore new
concepts in the course and showed a statistically significant difference in perceptions of
online student's perceptions with higher scores than online faculty on encouraging
course participants to explore new concepts. Students left favorable illustrative
comments which support the results of the paired t-test. For example, students said,
“Extra readings were sometimes mentioned when a subject was briefly covered,” and
“via discussion posts and exam essay questions.”
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Question 10 is the last question in the facilitation section of the COI teaching
presence survey and addressed the instructor’s actions and if they reinforced the
development of a sense of community among participants. There was a statistically
significant difference in perceptions of online faculty who scored themselves lower than
their online students did regarding the development of a sense of community among
participants. Faculty illustrative comments shared that a sense of community was found
in the group work and discussion board. Ten students (6%) agreed with the faculty on
the creation of the community. For example, a student shared how the discussion board
and group projects created a community. Another student shared that “Feedback and
ideas from peers are SO helpful, especially when we are not able to interact in person.”
Based on some of the illustrative comments, it is not clear if faculty and students
understand that the facilitation of an online course takes place mostly in the class
discussion board/forum according to the teaching presence indicators. A possible
explanation for this is survey wording, as well as understanding what facilitation looks
like in an online course. Facilitating discourse in an online environment requires the
instructor to review and comment on student posts on the discussion board. In a
traditional course, the instructor leads the students through a discussion of the course
materials and facilitates discussion by asking questions, helping with misunderstandings,
and guiding the students. Instructors may not realize that facilitating the discussion in a
fully online course is just as crucial to online learners as it is to traditional classroom
learners. When an instructor reviews, asks leading questions, moves the discussion
direction, draws out students, and comments on student’s posts, they are creating an
engaging learning experience through engagement by facilitation (Anderson, Garrison,
et al., 2001; Swan et al., 2008).
The role of the instructor in the discussion board should be strategic and the
instructor should be visible throughout the entire semester (P. Shea & Bidjerano, 2012;
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Stodel et al., 2006). One barrier to online teaching presence is due to the higher
workload than a traditional class (Bolliger & Wasilik, 2009). One possible explanation for
facilitation scores may be the lack of training on teaching presence on facilitation
including effectively utilizing the discussion board. Only six (19%) of the 32 faculty
enrolled in the study had more than 10 hours of professional development on online
learning and teaching presence. Four of the faculty had no professional development in
teaching presence or online teaching and were teaching an online course. The lack of
training may also hinder faculty teaching goals. Faculty who were taught in a traditional
environment or learned traditional methods to teach may not have the necessary skills to
transfer to the online teaching environment. Gurley (2018) found that faculty who
completed a certification course in online teaching perceived their ability to facilitate an
online course significantly higher than on-the-job training. Faculty can also benefit from
finding ways to combat the lack of time when facilitating the discussion board by
attending professional development training to understand how to plan and post replies
to students throughout the semester strategically. For example, instructors could reply to
between 2-10% of their student’s posts each week. In addition, instructors could create a
chart that allows them to track which students they have posted replies to, allowing them
to post at least once to each student's discussion board throughout the semester. This
process allows students to feel as if they are engaging in meaningful discourse through
the discussion board with their instructor. One student mentioned that “the instructor did
not participate in the course with students over two months,” which demonstrates very
low facilitation and teaching presence altogether. Students need communication and
interactions from their instructors; other studies have found that online courses do not
work for students who do not have direct access to the instructor (Roby et al., 2013).
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COI Teaching Presence: Direct Instruction Discussion
The last section of the COI teaching presence survey that was analyzed was
direct instruction. The direct instruction section showed a statistical difference between
online student's mean scores being higher than their instructor’s perceptions. Direct
instruction requires the teachers to support students, to share their knowledge of the
subject they are teaching, and to scaffold student learning. The majority of direct
instruction takes place on the learning management system during content delivery and
the facilitation of the course and through assessment feedback (Anderson et al., 2001).
All three of the individual questions in this section showed a statistically
significant difference between online students and online faculty who scored themselves
lower than their students did. Question 11 asked if the instructor helped focus the
discussion on relevant issues in a way that helped them learn. There was a significant
difference between the perceptions of online teaching faculty and their students who
scored them higher regarding helping students to focus on relevant issues. Helping
students focus on the relevance of their posts in context with the course content
happens when instructors ask guiding questions, focus on specific issues, diagnose
misconceptions, inject knowledge and summarize the discussion (Anderson et al.,
2001). The student’s comments included, “Instructor participates in the discussion board
and facilitates further learning and supplies other helpful readings,” and added how the
adding of extra materials were helpful. Another student shared, “I would love to see
some occasional feedback from the instructor within the discussion board topics," which
highlights the importance of being present and participating in the online discussion
board.
Question 12 addressed instructors providing feedback that helped students
understand their strengths and weaknesses relative to the course goals and objectives.
There was a significant difference in the perceptions of online teaching faculty and their
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online students who scored them higher for providing feedback that helped students
understand their strengths and weaknesses. Feedback in an online course can take
place in the discussion board, group assignments, quizzes, exams, and assignments.
Feedback can be summative or formative; however, it needs to be immediate and
explanatory for it to be effective and influence student learning (Anderson, Garrison, et
al., 2001; Richardson & Swan, 2003; Swan et al., 2008). For example, the student who
shared the comment, “He left comments on writing assignments asking questions that
pushed my thinking, let me know when my writing was unclear or reassured me that I
was on the right track,” benefited from feedback that helped them understand and grow
as a student from the learning experience. Whereas students who did not receive timely
feedback shared “Feedback and grade releases are extraordinarily slow, I was unaware
of how to proceed on newer assignments because I didn't have feedback on older ones”
and “By the time a grade is done, it is weeks (or even a couple of months) later, and the
feedback is hardly relevant. I honestly don't know what my weaknesses in this class are
because of this.” Lack of quality feedback can lead to frustrations for online students
because how they grow as students is based on their instructor sharing feedback
regarding students’ strengths and weaknesses.
The last question in this section asked if the instructor provided feedback in a
timely fashion. There was a significant difference in the perceptions of online teaching
faculty and online students who scored faculty higher regarding timely feedback. Online
students depend on feedback to develop their knowledge and skills. Not only is feedback
important, but the timeliness is just as important to students. Two instructors shared
illustrative comments stating that they gave their students feedback early and regularly.
One shared, “I have to pick and choose what to give feedback on due to time
constraints,” which emphasizes time as a barrier for effective teaching presence.
Students also shared comments relating to time as a barrier for feedback. Out of the
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eight illustrative comments, the theme of slow grading and no feedback making it difficult
for the students to know where they needed to improve before the next assignment.
Slow grading was also an issue for some students who cited that they have experienced
not receiving grades for between one to two months. Not only is this frustrating, but as
one student shared, “it created anxiety and will [my] affect overall performance in a
course.”
The perceptions of both faculty and students support direct instruction as being
an important element in online teaching presence. Students need to be supported as
they learn and explore new content by their instructor. When an instructor takes the time
to participate in the discussion board and guide students learning by engaging in
meaningful discourse, they are also partaking in direct instruction. The impact on
students who receive feedback that provides information on how to improve is significant
to learners when delivered timely and it has been found to be of perceived significance
to students in research studies (Carless, 2006; Poulos & Mahony, 2008). As noted in the
facilitation section, participating in the discussion board can take more time than the
instructor has available due to other work and home obligations. Instructors can scaffold
students effectively in the discussion board by asking questions, moving the
conversations away from misconceptions, and providing feedback as a group or
individually. Learning to scaffold students learning by using a variety of educational
techniques that move students toward understanding may not be intuitive to instructors
and instruction on best practices should be offered through professional development
opportunities. Feedback can be integrated into the learning management system to save
instructors time. For example, instructors can use the feedback options on quizzes and
exams to clarify wrong answers for students by pointing them to relevant materials or
explaining why an answer was incorrect. This can be set up when creating the exam and
can give all students feedback. Additionally, instructors can create rubrics for subjective
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assignments that serve as expectation guides for students. Rubrics allow an instructor to
mark a criterion in order to quickly explain what was met, partially met, and not met. Predesigned feedback is also a timesaver for instructors when it comes to feedback. If
instructors find themselves writing the same feedback over and over for an assignment,
they can copy and paste phrases into a repository document and use them as needed to
speed up the feedback process. The perceptions of the instructors teaching presence to
include direct instruction have an effect on the attitude and satisfaction of the online
course (Jiang & Ting, 1998; McKerlich et al., 2011). Student success and learning is not
only about the course materials; it is also about the connections the students make with
their instructor throughout the semester (Dixon, 2012).
Aim 2: Summary and Discussion
The second aim of the research study was to determine if there was a significant
relationship between overall teaching presence and overall course satisfaction. The first
hypothesis stated that instructors with above-average teaching presence would have
significantly higher course satisfaction. A Pearson’s correlation was conducted to
examine the relationship between overall teaching presence and overall course
satisfaction for both instructors and students. Faculty’s overall teaching presence scores
were found to have a strong positive relationship with the faculty members' overall
course satisfaction. Additionally, the data were analyzed by the strata and found faculty
course satisfaction was significantly higher for faculty who have taught 5 or more online
courses than faculty who have taught 4 or fewer online courses. The study data supports
the idea that the more faculty teach, the more they become satisfied with the online
teaching experience. Faculty perceptions of course satisfaction were illustrated by
comments that included, “On average, very satisfied,” and “I’m satisfied at this point but
know that I need to change things in the course for it to be better.” The data confirms
that teaching presence and experience are important factors that play a part in the
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instructor's overall course satisfaction. When faculty are engaged and building a
teaching presence, they are creating a quality teaching experience for themselves and a
quality learning experience for students. Faculty course satisfaction is essential and has
implications during the online course as well as after the course has ended.
A lack of teaching presence in a course may lead to faculty burnout due to the
lack of interactions with students, lack of motivation, unrealistic expectations of students,
too many obligations, and inadequate student evaluations. Communication strategies
that help create boundaries for unrealistic expectations of students include instructor
contact times which allows students to understand that the instructor is not always
available. Adjusting from the traditional course to the online course can also undermine
confidence that comes with learning new skills. Whereas teaching presence in the
course brings interactions and relationships with students, adding teaching presence into
the class during the design and organization class helps build more time for facilitation
and direct instruction; this allows the instructor to focus on the important aspects of an
online presence.
The Pearson Correlation analysis was also found to have a very strong
relationship between the student's overall teaching presence score and student's overall
course satisfaction. The analysis confirms that teaching presence is correlated with
overall course satisfaction for students. The very strong relationship calls attention to the
role teaching presence plays in student satisfaction and overall student course
satisfaction. In support of the analysis, students shared seven favorable and nine
unfavorable comments on their perceptions of overall course satisfaction. One student
said, “The course is well developed,” and another one shared, “I am learning exactly
what I was hoping to with this curriculum so far.” Student perceptions of the presence of
the professor in the online class also have an effect on their own student satisfaction and
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attitude within the course (Jiang & Ting, 1998; McKerlich, Anderson, Riis, & Eastman,
2011).
The study also wanted to determine if instructors with above average COI
teaching presence scores would have higher overall teaching presence scores. The
results of the Pearson correlation showed a very strong relationship between the faculty
COI survey score and faculty overall teaching presence score. This supports that when
faculty are engaged and present in the online classroom, students benefit from the
course design and organization, the facilitation, and direct instruction by creating a
learning experience that can lead to higher course satisfaction and course evaluations.
Previous research supports that the more effective an online course is, the more likely
the instructor will receive satisfactory evaluations (Croxton, 2014; Ladyshewsky, 2013;
Richardson et al., 2016; Shea et al., 2003; Wang et al., 2009; Young, 2006). Course
evaluations are an essential part of the teaching evaluation for annual reviews and
promotion and tenure. Positive teaching evaluations can help faculty navigate the
promotion and tenure process with regards to teaching by acting as evidence of quality
teaching.
Teaching presence and course satisfaction also play a pivotal role in student
persistence in the online course and the degree program students are enrolled in. If
students are not satisfied with the course they are enrolled in, they are more likely to
drop out of the course or the program (Park & Choi, 2009; Willging & Johnson, 2009).
Research has shown that online students were more likely to drop out than traditional
students (Patterson & McFadden, 2009; Rovai, 2003). Due to the upward trend of online
courses and program growth, it is important to prepare faculty to teach online to combat
attrition due to a lack of teaching presence and quality courses. Faculty may be new to
teaching or are transitioning a course from a face-to-face course to online and may not
have the knowledge or skills needed to design and facilitate an online course effectively.
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Online teaching not only places presence demand on the instructor, but it also requires
learning how to use technology effectively when teaching. Creating online faculty
development programs that teach faculty how to be successful at online teaching should
be an essential part of online teaching requirements. Colleges and intuitions should
develop educational and professional development programs that teach faculty about
online teaching pedagogy and how to utilize technology effectively. Graduate students
should also have the opportunity to learn about effective teaching before they graduate,
ensuring a qualified future generation of faculty that teach online students.
As shown in the analysis for aim one and two, understanding teaching presence
and the role perceptions play on student satisfaction is essential. Some faculty are able
to create an engaging course without professional development, but not all can. Since
teaching presence is an indicator of satisfaction, colleges and universities should look
towards educating online faculty to ensure the satisfaction of both faculty and students.
Faculty development and graduate student programs that help online instructors not only
learn about teaching pedagogy in the online environment but how to manage the
workload are essential to keep students enrolled and persisting in online programs.
Limitations
There are several limitations to the study that include study recruitment, the
survey, and the timing of the research study. The first limitation is related to the study
sample recruitment process. In order to obtain faculty course information for the fall
semester, the information had to be collected manually from the four university websites.
Locating course listings and copying and pasting course names, numbers and faculty
names required individually copying and pasting to another document. Not all faculty
were listed on the individual university directories and required additional searches
online. There were over 39 courses that were listed where emails could not be found,
and no instructor’s names were listed for 15 courses causing the courses to be excluded
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from the recruitment process. Additionally, courses that were added to the roster late
may have been missed. Once course listings and faculty email addresses were
obtained, 284 faculty and their courses were identified as possible participants. Faculty
emails were sent out in batches, which caused some emails to be filtered and placed in
the Outlook Clutter, Spam or Junk folders. Although all additional emails were sent out in
small batches, they might not have been viewed based on the university’s filtering
process which may have led to the small sample size. Faculty may have self-selected to
participate in the study because they already have a teaching presence compared to
faculty who do not utilize teaching presence online.
Once faculty were recruited, they were responsible for collecting student emails
and uploading them to an MS365 folder. They were also responsible for sharing a onepage description of the study with their students via Canvas. This was not controlled by
the researcher as there was no way to confirm it was shared besides the few emails
received from participants stating they shared the document. Students who may not
have received the document could account for the two courses that had no student
respondents. If the faculty did not share the document, it could have impacted the
students' return rate because they were not aware of the study or what the study
entailed. A greater number of student participants could have changed the findings of
the mean scores that would place student teaching presence and course satisfaction
perception score means lower than faculty, the same as faculty, or higher than faculty as
it stands now.
The next limitation has to do with the survey that was emailed to faculty and
students. As noted in the discussion section, faculty and students may not have been
aware of where teaching presence indicators take place. There were illustrated
comments left by students and faculty stating they did not understand one of the
questions. It is assumed that because the survey question did not specifically identify the
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discussion board as the place of interaction, the question could have been
misinterpreted. The perceptions of teaching presence and overall course satisfaction
questions are also limited to the faculty and students who took the survey only.
The illustrative comments were also a limitation. There were not many comments
left that allowed for a more in-depth qualitative analysis. The study may have had better
results using a mixed-methods approach by conducting small focus groups to
understand better the perceptions of both faculty and students on teaching presence and
satisfaction.
The final limitation is the survey deployment date. The survey was sent out in the
middle of the semester due to semester end obligations for students. Teaching presence
starts from the first day of class and continues throughout the semester. It was
determined that an instructor should have developed a teaching presence by week 11
because if they have not, it would most likely not develop at all. The timing was meant to
alleviate survey fatigue at the end of the semester, but the timing may have had to
compete with student’s homework, preparation for upcoming holidays and other work or
family obligations. Out of the 190 students, 118 (62.1%) were part-time, which may also
have contributed to the response rate.

Suggestions for Future Research
Based on the study results, it is known that faculty and students perceive
instructor presence differently in an online course. Instructor presence has been shown
to be a vital element in online learning that affects students and faculty satisfaction. To
better understand the role of differing perceptions on teaching presence and how they
affect student satisfaction, further research could measure teaching presence
perceptions multiple times throughout the semester. By deploying the COI survey along
with questions on satisfaction at the beginning of the semester, the middle of the
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semester and at the end of a semester, researchers may be able to understand how
teaching presence affects students throughout the semester. Additionally, a question
could be added that addresses the importance of each section at the time of the survey
(design and organization, facilitation, and direct instruction) to determine if a section of
teaching presence is perceived as more important than others at different times
throughout the semester.
This study compared the perceptions of faculty and students on COI teaching
presence only and found that perceptions of overall teaching presence are perceived
differently. Additional research on the perceptions between faculty and students on all
COI survey elements to include teaching presence, cognitive presence, and social
presence would highlight the importance of the presences combined and how they affect
satisfaction for students and faculty as individual elements and on the whole.
Additionally, understanding the role the three COI elements and faculty and student's
perceptions have on course satisfaction would benefit the online education community
as well their students enrolled in online courses.

Conclusion
The growth of online courses will require faculty and the next generation of
faculty to understand the importance of teaching presence and how to conduct an online
course efficiently and effectively. More than 2.9 million students were enrolled in fully
online higher education programs in 2017, and the number is increasing steadily by
3.9% per year. On-campus student enrollment has dropped by almost one million
students since 2015. In addition, more than six million students enrolled in a traditional
on-campus university or college are taking at least one online course during their studies
and the numbers are continuing to grow (Allen & Seaman, 2017). The continued growth
of online programs and courses highlight a need for faculty development for new and
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current faculty to ensure that all enrolled students are reviewing a quality education that
is comparable if not better than the traditional classroom experience.
This study found that the perceptions of teaching presence are different between
students and their instructors. Additionally, both student and faculty course satisfaction is
tied to teaching presence which implicates the course design, delivery and facilitation as
essential elements in online teaching. These results have implications for students,
faculty, colleges, and universities. Student course/teaching evaluations can impact
faculty positively or negatively during annual reviews as well as the promotion and
tenure process. Additionally, students who are lacking teaching presence in an online
course may find themselves with a lack of persistence to continue with the course or
program. Students may drop a course or program which would ultimately affect the
program's retention and graduation rates. With the abundance of online programs,
students have additional opportunities to attend online programs in state or out-of-state
and can easily switch colleges or universities to obtain an engaging and quality online
learning experience.
This study highlights the importance of teaching presence as an essential
component of the online learning experience. Therefore, colleges and universities should
consider implementing professional development opportunities in the area of online
learning and for new to online teaching faculty, seasoned faculty, and incoming faculty to
ensure that they are trained and encouraged to develop their teaching presence. The
next generation of faculty should also be receiving education during their doctoral
programs. Most doctoral programs do not prepare students for teaching or have low
instruction requirements for doctoral students. Future professors need to have the skills
and teaching knowledge to effectively teach online and since they are currently asked to
teach online without any previous knowledge. By giving faculty and future faculty the
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skills to become quality online teachers, schools can create a better and more effective
online environment for students that can lead to course and program satisfaction.
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Appendix
Appendix A: Community of Inquiry Survey Instrument- Student
The Community of Inquiry Survey Instrument- Student
Teaching Presence
Design & Organization
1. The instructor clearly communicated important course topics.
Likert scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly
agree and please explain text box
2. The instructor clearly communicated important course goals.
Likert scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly
agree and please explain text box
3. The instructor provided clear instructions on how to participate in course learning
activities.
Likert scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly
agree and please explain text box
4. The instructor clearly communicated important due dates/time frames for learning
activities.
Likert scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly
agree and please explain text box
Facilitation
5. The instructor was helpful in identifying areas of agreement and disagreement on
course topics that helped me to learn.
Likert scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly
agree and please explain text box

6. The instructor was helpful in guiding the class towards understanding course topics
in a way that helped me clarify my thinking.
Likert scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly
agree and please explain text box
7. The instructor helped to keep course participants engaged and participating in
productive dialogue.

107
Likert scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly
agree and please explain text box
8. The instructor helped keep the course participants on task in a way that helped me
to learn.
Likert scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly
agree and please explain text box
9. The instructor encouraged course participants to explore new concepts in this
course.
Likert scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly
agree and please explain text box
10. Instructor actions reinforced the development of a sense of community among
course participants.
Likert scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly
agree and please explain text box
Direct Instruction
11. The instructor helped to focus discussion on relevant issues in a way that helped
me to learn.
Likert scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly
agree and please explain text box
12. The instructor provided feedback that helped me understand my strengths and
weaknesses relative to the course’s goals and objectives.
Likert scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly
agree and please explain text box
13. The instructor provided feedback in a timely fashion.
Likert scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly
agree and please explain text box
Overall Teaching Presence
14. My overall opinion of my instructors teaching presence is.
Likert scale: 1= poor 2=fair 3=good 4=very good 5=excellent and please explain text
box

108
Appendix B: Community of Inquiry Survey Instrument- Faculty
The Community of Inquiry Survey Instrument- Faculty
Teaching Presence
Design & Organization
1. I clearly communicated important course topics.
Likert scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly
agree and please explain text box
2. I clearly communicated important course goals.
Likert scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly
agree and please explain text box
3. I provided clear instructions on how to participate in course learning activities.
Likert scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly
agree and please explain text box
4. I clearly communicated important due dates/time frames for learning activities.
Likert scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly
agree and please explain text box
Facilitation
5. I was helpful in identifying areas of agreement and disagreement on course topics
that helped my students learn.
Likert scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly
agree and please explain text box
6. I was helpful in guiding the class towards understanding course topics in a way
that helped my students clarify their thinking
Likert scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly
agree and please explain text box
7. I helped to keep course participants engaged and participating in productive
dialogue.
Likert scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly
agree and please explain text box
8. I helped keep the course participants on task in a way that helped my students to
learn.
Likert scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly
agree and please explain text box
9. I encouraged course participants to explore new concepts in this course.
Likert scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly
agree and please explain text box
10. My actions reinforced the development of a sense of community among course
participants.
Likert scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly
agree and please explain text box
Direct Instruction
11. I helped to focus discussion on relevant issues in a way that helped my students
learn.
Likert scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly
agree and please explain text box
12. I provided feedback that helped my students understand my strengths and
weaknesses relative to the course’s goals and objectives.
Likert scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly
agree and please explain text box
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13. I provided feedback in a timely fashion.
Likert scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly
agree and please explain text box
Overall Teaching Presence
14. My overall opinion of my teaching presence is
Likert scale: 1= poor 2=fair 3=good 4=very good 5=Excellent and please explain text
box
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